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This collection of papers was prepared for presentation as a symposium at
the Annual Meeting of the American Educatzonal Research Association, Los .
Angeles, 1981. ’ - @

The material presented .herein was dewveloped by the Clearinghouse for
Applied Performance Testing (CAPT) under grant #400-80-0105 -with the
National Institute of Education (NIE) of the Department of Education.
The opinions expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the
position of NIE and no official endorsement by the Institute should be
inferredo .
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INTRODUCTION , ¢

Q

The assessment_ oprnk:lng -and_listening skills is becoming-a high -
priority nationwide. Numerous state level assessaent programs considet
communication skills important targets for basic skills assessment, and
several assessments focus specifically on the assessment of speaking and
liltoning In addition, the Speech Communication Association has
assembled a national task force to document fesearch and development in
speaking and listening assessaent and to promote sound assessment
procedures.

This symposium wvas convened to p:ovidc a :elevant. up-to~date picture
of current issues, recent advances and needed research relating to the
measurement of speaking and listening skills. Specifically, the purposes
of thin symposium were to (1) review the state of the art in speaking and
. listening assessment at the elementary, secondary and- postsecondary
levels, and (2) suggest strategies for addzeuing technical
umn—particululy those relating to test ‘bias and the use of rating :
" scales—~faced by speaking and 1istening assessors. - ’ T

- Speaking and listening assessment is an important topic in J
oducational, in part because it represents an opportunity to use . -
performance assessment, a viable alternative to traditional paper and
pencil assessment. Performance assessuent relies on the direct
observation and evaluation of behavior by qualified judges under real or
simulated circumstances. This form:of assessment is rapidly gaining
acceptance for several reasons:

A9

1. There iz growing interest in assessment methods in which

- - . results can be generalized to behavior outside school.
High fidelity- performance tests, such as those designed to
measucze speaking and listening ski H.s.-naximize the ) .
external validity of the assessaent. T e—— .

2. Some evidence suggests that performance measures can
minimize the adverse impact of testing on minorities.
Speaking and listening assessment has a high potential for
bias due to the heavy cultural loading of oral
comaunication. However, carefully developed asaessment
) materiails and approaches can greatly reduce problems of o
ind . bi”o

3. A growing nrmber of business, vocational and industrial
training progrars, as well as professional licensing and
certification programs provide new settings for the
development and use of performance assessment.

° The papers.included in the symposium present a variety of .
perspectives on performance assessment in the evaluation of speaking and
listening skills. In the first paper, Philip Backlund, of Central
Washington University, and his associates present results of a national
survey of elementary and secondary speaking and listening assessment
procedures aponsoted by the Speech Communication Association. The survey
focused on state legislative activity, spncific skills tested, standards .
and testing procedures. Results of the survey are reported on a ’

-
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state-by-state basis.® In the second paper, Rebecca Rubin, of the
University of Wisconsin-Parkside, deals with the current assessment of
speaking and’ listening skills at the college level. Rubin's paper .
concentrates.on the development and evaluation of the Communication
mtenoe Assessment Instrusent.

Richard 8tiggins of the Clearinghouse for Applied Performance ~° .
Testing, Northwest Regional Bducational baboratory, reviews potential
sources of bias in speaking and listening assessment and suggests
strategies for dealing with each. Specific sources of bias are -
ideqtified in stimulus conditions, response mode, rating procedures and
use of test results. Donald Rubin of the University of Georgia then
identifies several important issues related to the use of rating scales
in evaluating oral communication proficiency. 1In particular, Rubin
covere scale development, psychometric evaluation and the type of speech
agsessed, and Buggests new directions for research.

The presentation at the Annual Meeting of AERA included a f£ifth
paper, "Referential Communication Activities: A Tool for Assessing
Speaking and Listening in the Classroom;® by W. Patrick Dickson and
Janice Patterson of the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Since the

- -authors will be publishing ‘their study in a research journal, they

elected not to include it in this publication,

<
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A NAYIONAL SURVEY OF STATE PRACTICES IN
o SPEAKING AND LISTENING ASSESSMENT ‘ .

< ) B Pﬁuip Baéklmid_. Presenter
Central Washington Univo;sity

, - Co~authors: .
Dwayne VanRheenen . )
: . . Michael Moore . .
. Arlie Muller Parks .
~ ) . James Booth ‘ C e
ABSTRACT

.
o

The Speech Communicaticn Association, through its task .force on »
assescment and testing, has been active in monitoring states' progress in.
the development of hssessment programs in speaking and listening. A .
subcommittee of the task force was given the task of ‘surveying each
state's current, practices and plans for the assessaent of speaking and
listening skills-at the elementary and secondary levels. This paper
summarizes the survey in three sections. The first section covers the
objective of the survey and the survey procedures. The objective was to
gather information on legislative action, skills tested, setting skill
level standards and testing procedures. The ‘gecond section summarizes
findings. The third section offers some critical comments concerning the
findings.
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The description of the basic skills in the Xlementary and Secondary
Education Act (Title II) as "reading and mathematics and effective
communication, both written and oral;" reflects an. expanded view ofr what
® is basic in education.’ 'n:gpriury area of upuui.ou is oral

. comunication. PFor decades, research and curriculum materials

. development in oral communication lagged ‘significantly behind the work

o " done in written gcomsunication. This is beginning to changé. The .
expansion of basic skills to includs oral commtnication ‘has led many -

. . . states and’ school -districts to conduct research: and develop imstructignal

'. ‘ " . materials ip oral communication. The Speech Communication uqoc:.at:lon o

- has attempted and is attempting, through acvariety of um. ho advin'

. inform, and coordinate these various efforts.

. Coe such- offét}: is being made through.the Task ro:ec on Assessment
. . © and Teékting. “In 1979, .the Rducational Policies Board.of the Speech .-
] . “Coimunication Association established Task Porce to facilitate the -

the speech unication ptofeuion to federal, st:ate. ard local
educational leaders.
The Task Porce in turn was organized into th:u committees. One of
these committees is called the "Committee on Current Assessment
. Practices, X-12." The purposes of this comsittee are to 1) monitor
" T "~ assessment practices- on.-a state-by-state, and, when appmptiate. local =
"district basis; 2). gather and disseminate systematic data-describing
current practices; and 3) majintain and enlarge the Task Force file on
resource personnel and assessaent materials. This paper reports. the
comuittee's activities and findings as of March 15, 19sl..
The report is crganized into five sections: A) purposes and
® . procedures, B) the Pederal perspective on basic skills and oral
comunication, C) a sumary of the findings, D) conclusions based on data
gathered, and B) appendices that present a state-by-ctate description of
activities in oral communication assessment.

Purposes and Procedures

The Committee believes this report serves three major purposes.

_ Pirst, it provides speech communication professionals and others who
. share their interest with information om state level assessment of oral

. communication. Second, it provides information on how each state is
. *  responding to baaic skills legislation regarding speaking and "listening.
e Third, it serves as an information clearinghouse to federal, state, and
local school governing agencies concerning oral communication procedures
and plans for the governing agencies. The Committee does not view this

report as a final product.- Laws, regulations, and learning objectives
are changing rapidly. The Committee will continue to monitor these

‘. activities and report their changes as new information is obtained. 1In .

keeping with this, the Committee would appreciate learning of any
ommissions or inaccuracies the reader may note in this report. ‘.

-
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. An dve:v:léw of Federal Activity in Basic Skills
. . »

The Committee on Current Practices was created to out these
purposes. The Committee consists of Chairman Phil Backiund, Central
Waskington Univarsity; Dwayne VanRheenen, University of Haine; Mike -
Moore, Indiana University; Arlie Rullar Parks, Mansfield State College;
and James Booth, Murray State University..

" To obtain the information, the committee conducted a unpbono
survey. We talked with either the Basic Skills Coordinator,. the Language
Arts Coordinatcr, and/or the Director of Testing and Evaluation in each
state.’ The following Questions weré asked: 1) How is your state )
responding to the basic.skills legislation in regard to speaking and
listening? 2) Does your state have (or-is it developing) statewide
learning objectives for speakihg and listening? 3) Are you currently
assessing speaking and/or listening skills, or & you have plans for such
-an assessment? 4). If #0, what instruments are used? 5) which speciZic
skills are tsseued. and at wvhat grade level? 6) How are the results
uud? )

mittee presénted its -preliminary ﬁ.nd:lngs at the annual Speech
c’:—un:lcation Association convention in Novenber, 198C. The committee
will cont::lnue tOo review "and update the tepott as new data comes in.

" 1he impetus for much of the interest ia basic skills came from
federal leg:lslat:l.on enacted in 1978. Public Law 35-561 amended the
Blenentqr:y :and Secondary Bducation Act of 1965 to include (among other ~*
items) a definition of basic skills that includes reading, mathematics,
oral . .comaunication, and written ccmmunigation. This marked the first
time that oral communication’had been so included in federal
legislation. Title II of this law autho::lzed appropriations to fund the

o~

A

. Basic Skills Improvement,Program. To provide an example of the t:y_pe of

p:ogrm funded under this léegislation, here is a summary of the
apptopriations- for.fiscal year 1980. . —

. -Under Part A'of the legislation, three kinds of demonétrations were
authorized for ‘the improvement of the basi¢ skills of both school
children and youth and adults: In-School (Section 205), Out-of-School
(Section 208), aad Parent Paxtic:lpation (Sections 206) . Total furding
for these demonitrations was.$15,149,789. -In additidn, grants and
contracts- were authorized under Part A f~r the provision of technical
aas:lstancc and for di#senfnation of -information about the basic skills.
fotal cost of these dontracts was $2,781,666. Under Part B, grant were
authorized for the: sup;iort of two affort8 by state educax.:lon agencies: .
under Section.222, states may surporf demonstration projects in .
elementary and secondary schools, and under Section 224 they may support
staff developnent: in the hasic skills ‘at both the state and-local

lavels. Appropriations.for. thesej state grants total $7,749, 169. Part C
of the Basic Skills legisiation suthorized two spécial programs-—-one for’
).-provmnt of- roadgng through distribution of materials for raading
motivation (RI&-Read:lng is Pundanehtal) and the other in’mathematics.

Apptopgiations for the former. yere $6,500,000 and for the latter $586,252

“(U,S% Dept. oL\ Bd., 1980). The U.S. Department of Education NEWS .
:epo:t:ed that 156 grants and 15 contracts had been awatded undet th:ls ‘
. proaram as of J‘anuary 30, 1981 (NEWS, 1981). . .

. ¢
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. It is important to note, bovovor, that this legislation doec not
require states co develop programs ‘in each of the basic skills areas.
Each state develops its own plans, sets its own priorities,’ ‘and
distributes grant funds as it sees fit. Thus, if a state chooses not to
focus on any one of the basic skill areas (such as oral communication),
the Basic Skills Office of the Department of Education has no power to
tmiu the state to d0 otherwise. The Basic Skills Improvement Program
is set up to assist, not to mandate program content (Broom, 1981).
. President Reagan's economic policies have further impact on this .
' program. The President is moving to change many formula grants into :
block grants. Por education this implies that individual states will
have further control over their educational programs. Instead of
receiving a number of grants for indiyidual-programs (such as basic
) gkills) . the states will receive a block of money to distribute as they
see fit. It is’anticipated that this change will be implemcated by
. October 1,.1981. 1In spite of funding cbangu, however, the Buic Skills
: Improvement Program of the U.S. Department of Education expects to
o < provide strong support and assistance services for the individual states
in their efforts to develop quality basic skills programs.

Pindings Summary

Bach of the states surveyed can he plac.d into one of five
categories. The first includes those states that have no curriculum or
‘assessaent programs in speaking and/or list:oning and have no plans of
‘ implementing any such programs. '

The second category has expressed an intention to d.velop either
S curriculum or assessment Svograms in speaking and/or li.at:eninq, but have

. not yet done #20. - The third category includes states that have identified
. speaking and/or listening skills and are developing statcwide p:ocedu:es
® to assess these skills. The fourth category includes states that have

identified skills in speaking and/or listening ard are developing
curriculum materials for t:oaching these skills but have no assessaent
procedure. The fifth category includes states that have identified
skills and have developed (or are ‘developing) both curticulun and
. : assessment procedures for these skills.
~ ) The first category includes nineteen states. These states are
\ Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, '
Maryland, Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North
_Dakota, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Washington, West Virginia and Wyoming.

The second category includes fourteen states. These states are

California, Connecticut, Delaware, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, Montana,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island and Wisconsin.

L ‘ The third category includes four states. These include: Hawaii is

- in. the process of developing a speaking skill rating scale for use
statewids in grades 3, 6, 8, 10 and 12. Indiana (Gary Community School

7 . District) has developed an oral proficiency examination as part of - .

. ‘graduation requirements for its high school students. Massachusetts has

. identified fourteen speaking and eleven listening skills; testing of

® these skills has been contracted for with the National Assessment of _

Educational Progress. New Hanmpshire assessed a sample of 5th, 9th, and

12th grade students statewide in listening skills in October 1980.

’?12




. The fourth category includes eleven states. -Arizona has developed
122 listening/reading skills and 120 spoaking/writing skills broken down
by grade level. .Georgia has both high school graduation requirements in
speaking -and listening (local authorities are :uponliblc for testing)
and oomprehensive Language Arts Guide whicl' details resoirce and
curriculum materials. 1Illinois is developing a list of specific oral
. cowmunication skills for usé in planning curriculum objectives for K-12.
-~ Louisiana has identified tnnty-throe oral ‘communication skills as part
. OF their writing assessmenc program. Minnesota has 2 highly developed
statevide curriculum support plan for ali the basic skill areas—-
including speaking and listening. Missouri '(Indcpondenco 8chool
District) has developed specific speaking and listening competencies .
. together with suggested curriculum activities designed to teach these
competencies. North Carolina has developed a detailed list of speaking
and listening competencies together with performance indicators. South
Carolina has developed minimum standards for statewide educational
objectives in reading, writing and mathematics. Speaking and listening
objectivez are a part of reading and writing. South Dakota has published
2 well developed curriculum guide in speaking and listening to be iused by
local. districts in Planning language arts programs. Texas has developed
curriculum objectives in speaking and‘listening for K-12. Virginia is
preparing a set of cbjectives and assessment plans for all basic skills ®
* including speaking and listening.
The fifth and final category includes four states. Michigan is
' developing a program of speaking and listening skills, curriculum
strategies to teach those skills, and assessment procedures tied directly
to.the skills. Pennsylvania is developing a set of classroom assessment
_.iﬁ'strunents and curriculum materials designed to help the classroom
unche: identify areas for instructional development in speaking skills.
.Utah has a well developed statewide program combining basic skills
(includi.ng speaking and listening) with life skills. Vermont has a
statevide program in speaking and listening skill assessment in place and
reports statewide test results yearly. ,

..The Speech Communication Association has published detailed state by
state summaries. SCA also has copies of many state basic skill plans,
curriculum guides, and usesmnt p:ocedures. Interested .readers are
urged to contact SCA £or further information. :

" Conclusions

. - b <

It 13 not the pu:poce of this report to crit:ically evaluate any state

program. We can, however, make some observations and teccmendations
concerning state activities in speaking and listening.

. 1) There is a great deal of interest and activity in oral
commnication, yet there is little available information. Many
" state basic skill directors are highly interested in receiving
pore information on oral communication. :Professionals in speech )
communication and in education can provide a valuable service by
contacting their basic skills directors and local school
authorities tc offer assistance. =

<
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—2) While many states have programs in oral communication, many do

pot. These states need to be shown that programs in oral
communication are both desirable and feasible.

3) PFurther coordination between state programs would be useful. We
discovered same “reinventing the wheel® in our survey--that is,
states developing similar programs without knowing what other
states were doing. We can help provide such coordination.

4) It may be useful to urge more consistency in the various
definitions of oral communication skills and assegsaent
procedures. Current lack of oconsistency seems to be causing some
coordination problems. It may be useful to urge states to more
closely coordinate the identification of these skills, perhaps
using the model presented by the Speech Communication Association
in ite "Standards for Effective Oral Communication Programs."”

5) l&;:o research is needed in oral communication at the elementary
and secondary levels. Specific areas include effectiveness of

instructional programs in oral communication, telacionship of
oral communication skills to written communication skills, and
curriculum utetigl development.

In sumary, oral communication is receiving much more attention now
than only twc or three years ago. Many states are including (or planning
to include) speaking and listening skills in curriculum and assessment
programs at the eluenmy and secondary levels. Despite significant
progress, however, miich work must be done before oral communication
curricula and’assessment methods are as fully devéloped as the materials
in the other basic skill areas. As professionals interested in oral
comuunication, we vi w that developaent as our overall goal.

Results of the State Speaking & Listening Survey*

ALASKA: Nothing happening at this time. No plans.

Contact:

Darby Anderson, Director

Right to Read Program
Departaent of Bducation

Pouch P - Alaska.Office Building
Juneau, AK 99811

ALABAMA: L Nothi:ng currently in place or planned for speaking and.

listening. No definite response to the Basic Skills
© Legislation as yet. . .

-

*Note: This is an abbreviated summary of the original su:v;y.




ALABAMA: (continued)

Contact: L ¥
Mz. Bill Malone £
Educational Specialist : :
State Department of Education

State Office Building, Room 402

. AL 36130 .
T (205) 852-3220 ®.
ARIZOMA: ARS 15-102.26 "Suggested Guidelines for the T
Dewvelopment and Implementation of a Continuous Unifora
- Bvaluation System" appears to be their response to
ritle II. Speaking and listening are not addressed.
L}
Contact:
Mr. Steve Stephens
. Research and Statistical Analyst.
‘State Department of Bducation j
. 1535 West Jefferson .
2 (602) 255-4888
{ngmsas: Nothing is happening at this point in time concerning )
"3 speaking and listening. No apparent plans. ‘ '
) ) .
« Contact: 'Y

4 Dr. Constance S. Dardin
. \f& Coordinator, Student Assessment
y Department of Educatic.
ArchPord Education Building-
6 Little Rock, AR 72201 \
(511) 371-1461

cannégnn: No statewide testing program in speaking and -
. listening. Local school districts have obligations
. v for basic skiil imptoven_‘ent programs.

} Contact:

w Bill Burson

B California Department of Bducation
721 Capitol Mall

> Sacramento, CA 958}4

train local agencies and personnel in identifying
their own needs or basic skills and developing
corresponding programs. Thus, there are no state
guidelines on the curriculum or assessment rtandards
Zor any of the basic skill areas. Program is called
sColorado Comprehensive State Basic Skills Plan" and
was legislated by Public Law 95-561.

.COLORADN} Has developed a comprehensive program designed to
o
b
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COLORADO: (continued)

COMNECTICUT:

DELAWARE:

PLORIDA

" Dover, DE 19901

Contact:

Hr. Robert Bwy, Supervisor
Titke 1I, Basic S8kills

Colorado Department of Rducation
201 E, Colfax

Denver, CO 80203

(303) 839-2232

Recently passed Public Act 128 lists required subjects
to ba taught in the public schools. Speaking is among
those subjects. There is an indefinite plan to assess

speaking or listening on a statewide basis in the
future.

Contact: '

George D. Kinkade, Consultant

Bureau of Research, Planning and Evaluation
State Departaent of Education ‘
Box 2219

Rartford, CN 06115

(203) 566-7232

Has a well developed state program titled "Delaware..
Bducational Assessment Programs® initiated in 1972 and
currently requiring the annual administration of
nationally standardized, norm-referenced achievement
tests in reading, language arts, and mathematics.
Currently the program uses the California Achievement
Test. Speaking and listening are mentioned as
*goals”, but no rians are currently being made to test
these areas. ’

Contact:

Robert A, Bigelow

State Supervisor of Educational Assessment
State Department of Public Instruction
Townsend Bullding, Box 1402

(302) 678-4583

The state has a well developed program for testing
certain basic skills as a requirement for graduation,
but speaking and listening are not among them. The -
state basic skills plan mentions oral communication,
but does not specify objectives, curriculum materials,
or assessment procedures. Speaking and listening
currently 4o not have a high priority.

Contact: L. -

Ms. Ada Puryear ’

Administrator of Barly Childhood & Elementary Education
!'lor:lda Department of Bducation

___Xnott Building e B

Tallahassee, FL 32301

-_..__,'6
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Pirst, the State Board of Education policy statement
36-770 and 30-710, "High School Graduation
Requirements, (Nov. 1976 and amended in 1978 and
1980) , which goes into effect with the graduating
class of 1984, rejuires that each student demonstrate
at least minimal mastery of the following competency
pecformance standards: reading, writing, mathematics,
speaking and listening, and problem solving. For
speaking and listening, the requirements read: A
student will demonstrate competence by his or her
ability to0 receive and transmit oral and aural »
communication in the context of academic problems,
everyday tasks and employment activities. - Indicators
of speaking and listening may include interpreting
aural communications, composing oral directions and
questions and using formal and informal speaking
styles.

Local authorities have responsibility for providing

evaluation services together with appropriate
curriculum. . . ;

Second, the State Department of Education is preparing
a document called "Comprehensive Language Arts Guide®
for distribution to schoolsy This Guide should be
available in June 1981. .

Contact:

Dr. William Hammond, Director
Georgia Basic Skills Program .
Georgis Jepartment of Education
156 "rinity Avenue

Atlanta, GA 30303

(404) 656-2584

(A bright spot.) Board of Bducation Regulation
$4540.1, revised 8/78, effective with graduating class
of 1983. They have developed specific performance
expectations for grades 3, 6, 8, 10 and 12 in language
arts, including many related to speaking, listening,
and nonverbal communication. A test titled "Oral
Comnunication Test for Essential Competency #4" has
been dngteq and field tested, in April/May 1980. The
test currently contains a rating scale similar to the
one developed for Massachusetts. Plans call for
further development through the 1980/81 school year.

Contact:
Dr. Selvin A. Chin-Chance

Administrator, Test Development & Administration
Section

Departnent of Education

" P. 0. Box 2360

Honolulu, HI 9§814




ILLINOIS:

INDIANA:

3616D

Proficiency testing is being done in the Idaho public
schools on a district optional basis. Approved
2/3/77, it dafines basic skills as reading, writing,
arithmetic, and spelling. Nothing is included on
speaking and listening and there are no current plans.

Contact:

Karen Undsrwood, Consultant
Proficiency Testing

State of Idaho ;
Department of Bducation

Len B. Jordan Office Building
Boise, ID 83720

°(208) 384-2112

A planning document, prepared by .the Illinois Speech
and Theater_Association in cooperation with the
Illinois State Board of Education Department of
Program Planning and Development, outlines fcur major
categories of oral communication skills .and describes

- specific communicatior. skills for each. No assessment

method is suggested. The four major categories are:
1) providing a wide variety of communication
situations; 2) learning to analyze communication
messages appropriately; 3) developing appropriate

communicaticn strategies; and 4) developing the
ability to evaluate messages.

A copy of this plan is in the committee files.

Contacts

Mina Halliday

SBOE Program Planning.and Development
State Office of Education

100 North Pirst Street

Springfield, IL 62777

No current statewide efforts until 1983 to either
identify epeaking and listening skills or to specify
assessnent procedures. Some local districts have
excellent proyraws in speaking and listening, most
notably the Gary Community School Corporation.
Commencing with .the graduating class of 1980, all
students must pass an oral proficiency examination.
All middle school students are required to take a
minimun of one semester of speech. All high school
sophomores are required to take a full semester of
speech. An evaluation instrument accompanies the

courses: It ratea eight areas holistically on a four

point scale. The eight skill areas are:
articulation, pronunciation, varbal utterances, rate,

word usage, voice qualities, volume, and sentence
structure.

13
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INDIANA:

IOWA:

KANSAS:

(continued) -

LOUISIANA:

-(515) 281-3190

- Contacts ®

Contact:

Dr. Patrick Gavigan .

State Department of Public Bducation ..

120 West Market Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204

(317) 633-4355
>

Currently »o testing of speaking and 1listening and no
priority tc do so. State Department of Public
Instruction Goes have a state plan to train teachers
in the assessment of math, reading, and writing, as
well as oral cosmunication.

Contact: .
Lee Wolf

State Department of Public Instruction

Grimes State Office Building

Des Moines, IA 50319 ‘

Nothing at this time in speaking and listening. Tests
being developed for reading and mathematics.

Mr. Mel Riggs

Bducation Program Specialist
State Department of Education
12¢ Bast -10th Street

Topeka, X8 66612

Nothing currently planned on assessing speaking and
listening. Has a criterion-referenced test for
reading, writing, and arithmetic.

Contact:

Dr. Charles E. Morgan
Director, Testing

State Department of Education

Capitol plaza Tower
Frankfort, KY 40601

In 1977 Louisiana established a program of minimum
standards in reading, and later (1979) in writing and
mathematics., Speaking and listening are not treated
separately; however, each previously mentioned skill
area includes some oral communication skills. Por
example, reading includes, for kindergarten and first
grade, skills in auditory discrimination, oral
vocabulary, oral expression of ideas, and listening
comprehension. The higher the grade, .however; the
less attention is given to oral communication.

u 19 .
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LOUISIANA: (continued) v
';. N Contact:
; Mr. Joseph Williams
L Director, Planning and Evaluation
) Bureau nf Assessment
;\ State epartment of Education
‘s N P. 0. Box 44064
i . Baton Rouge, LA~ 70804
N ~N
) MAINR: By 1981, the State Department will have a plan
suggesting models districts can use in developing
i their o plan. By 1982, each school district must
;. have a written plan for the achievement of basic
competencies. Currently the State Department of
: Bducation is developing a 1list of competencies in all .
areas, including speaking and listening. However, it
/ seens unlikely there will be perfcrmance testing, most
probably the assessment will be paper and pencil.
Contact: °
Dale Douglas -
Educational Planner
State of Maine i
Department of Rducational and Cultural Services
- B -~ -Augusta, MA 04233
MARYLAND: No plans to test speaking and listening. Currently
only testing :eading. '
Contact:
> Dr. William Grant, Chief
Program Assessment Branch
R State Department of :Bducation *
~ BWI Airport
P. 0. Box 8717
Saltimore, MD 21240
(301) 796-8300
MASSACHUSETTS: Has a well developed plan for assessing speaking and
listening. The speaking test is currently undergoing
refinement. Plans are to have it in place for the
eighth grade level by the school year 1981-82; the
listening test should be finished by the 1982-83
school year.
Contact:.
Tracy Libros
Bureau of Research and Aasesment
State Department of Bducation -
- 3k-8t.-James - — - .. .
Boston, MA 02116
{617)~727-0190
5616D 20
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MINNESOTA:

PL#38 called for statewide assessment in language
arts, reading, etc. In 1973, criterion-referenced
assessment was mandated. The Department of Education
daveloped objectives for the state in 1975-76,
including objectives for speaking and listening. 1In
1977, the state began to assess listening (speaking
not yet done, though ready to go). Listening test
used on 4th, 7th grades in 1978; on 10th‘in 1979...— .
Used statewide sample (1,000 - 3,000 per grade
level). Test is mandated but is not cequired for
graduation. Bight listening skills (each criterion=-
referenced) and twelve speaking skills (not yet field
tested) are used. Deals with using videotape,
pantoniming/roleplaying, public speaking, and smail
group discussion. State has instructional packages on
how :0 teach and assoss these areas.

Contact:

Ed Roeber ‘*

Supervisor/MEAP

State Department of Education

620 Michigan National Tower

P. 9. Box 30008

Lansing, MI 48909

(517) 373-8393 .

Minnesota passed a state basic skills law in 1979 that
requires school districts to develop programs in five
basic skill ureas: writing, listéning, speaking,

reading, and computing. "Essential learning outcomes®

for each of the five basic skill areas have been

developed. The outcomes for listening and speaking
are currently undergoing revision -and are ‘expected to

be finalized in May, 1981.  The outcomes are used for

instructional purposes. only: there are no statewide
tests in any of the areas used for graduation

requirements.

Contact:

MISSISSIPPI:

Ms. Patricia Moran .

‘Basic Skills Supervisor

Minnesota State Department of Education °
‘550 Cedar ‘

St. Paul; Minnesota 55101

' (612) 297-2657

o

'No plans for assessiny speaking and listening.

Contact:

Mr. Rex Pouncey

Supervisor, Accountability and Assessment Programs
State Department of Education - '

P. 0. Box 771 __

Jackson, MS -39205

21
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MISSOURI: In 1979, the State Deput-ent of Elementary and
Secondary Bducation developed a "Guide for the Basic
Rssential Skills Test.® The Guils describes three
basic skills: rezding/language arts, mathematics, and X
" government/economics. Speaking and listening are not. ° “et
directly addressed, though there are fcur specific
. objectives undex Raading/:.anguagc arts that relate to
oral communication. These are: .-{number is objective :
number in Guide) 14) sieak and wti’;a effectively in I
different social and business situations and with
- persons of varied ages or backgrotnds, 17) recognize
tao main idea and specific details ir an oral - -
presentation, 19) communicate with persons of '
different age groups-snd in different situations by
reading -orally,; and 41j follow oral directions to .
complete a process. The griida dee:ail:s sanpie criteria t
for these objectives, but the specific criteria used .
to judge the skill is the responsibility of the local ',-

r

school district.

Contact:

Dr. John J. Jones
Supervisor of Assessment
State Department of Elementary and Secondary Bduzation
P. O. Box 480

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

“~

- MONTANA: Nothing currently in speaking and‘l:lstening.

Contact:.

cj.audette Johnson. Consultant
BEnglish/Language Arts . B
Office of Public Instruction .
State Capitol
Helena, MT- 59601

. NEBRASKA: Cuiéte‘ntly state regulations call for assessment in

reading, writing, and computation, but nothing. in
speaking and listening.

¢ P e

- Contact:

’ Esther Arganbright . ‘ .
State Department of Education : .
Box 94387, 301 Centennial Mall Scuth . ‘.
Lincoln, NE 68509
(402) 471-2295 ,

NEVADA: Current plans call for selection of instrument by

5/1/81 and yenvly assessment-beginning 10/81. .Oral
communication skills are not yet defined.

<
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~ HNEVADA: (continued) . s N
» .
F&s&tx : ~
- lerbert R. 8*e££m, D:l:cctot -
. leminq -and Bvaluation .
- - Nevada Departmeént of Bducation %‘I
Capitol Complex - N =
Carson City, ¥V 89710 ; '
~ (702) 885-5700 . '

. .- NEW BAMPSHIRE:

.
o> .

New Hampshire completed an assessaent of listening
sk:ll].s in October. 3tudents in Sth, 9th, and 12th
‘grades—about 600~700 students at each level--were
assessed (multiple cassette messages, around 45
questions). No plans to do a random sampling
assessment on speaking, but Dr. Baker (below) is
working on 2-3 individual school district projects.

.Contact:

Dr. Joanne Baker

Consultant, English Language Arts
3tate Department of Educaticn
Division of Instruction

64 N. Main

Concord, NE 03301

(603) 271-3747

Has plans to develop a speaking and listening
assessaent instrment sometime after this school
year. No definite timetable as yet.

Contact:
Lydia Greenberg, Coordinator
State Testing Program ‘

, Department of Education

225 West State Street
Trenton, NJ 08625
(699) 792-5181

Has a-well developed plan for basic skills. However,
basic skills are defiried in the plan as reading,
writingi arithmetic, and problem solving. No current

plans to include speaking and listening.

Contact: ° - - .
Boward J. Scheiber )

"Director of Writing Assessment and Pedagogy

Office of Basic Skills
Despartment of Education
Santa Fe, NM ~ 87503




NEN YORK:

NORTH CAROLINA:

NORTH DAKOTA

OHIO:

OKLAHOMA :

S

. .
Students are tested for final competency 19 grades 11
or 12. Prinal competancy via the State Board of
Regents exam is required for high school diploma.
Speaking and listening are not identified as part of

the exams which currently focus on.reading, writing,
and mathematics. . .

Con ’ .

Dr. Windsor Lott, Chief * ’
Bureau of Elesentary and Secondary Bducational Testing
State Department of Education

Washington Avenue, Room 771

Albany, NY 12234

(518) 474-5099

NO plans to assess spoa:king and listening.

Contact:

Dr. William.J. Brown

Director of Research

State Department of Public Instruction
Raleigh, NC 27611

(919) 733~-3809

The state basic skills plan is still ir process. The
current draft does not specifically address speaking
and listening, but focuses most of its content on
reading and mathematics.

Contact:

Bthel Lewry

State Department of Public Instruction
State Capitol Building

Bismark, ND 58505

(701) 224-2292

No statewide assessment or minimal competencies

mandated. No one looking into speaking or listening. -

Contact:
Jim Payton
Bducation Consultant, Planning and Evaluation
State Department of Plucation )
33 South Front Street, Room 804
Columbus, OH 43215

(614) 466~-4838

N

No current plans to assess speaking and listening.

Contzct:

Tommy Hodges, . .~

Administration, Office of Accreditation
State Department of Bducation .
2500 North Lincoln, Room 245

Oklahcma City, OXK 73105

(405) 521-3333 °

o 24




OREGON: - The Oregon State Board of Bdlucation:adopted six

instructionally-related state goals. The first goal

. states "Each - individual will de.elop the basic skills ®

. of tnding, writing, computation, spelling, liscening,
. speaking, and problem #olving.® The Oregon Basic
8kills Plan states it has very little data on oral :
omnunication. All school districts in Oregon ‘are ' y -
required to have written district, progras and ocourse o .
goals in the areas of reading, writing, speaking, and L £
computing, The local districts have quite a bit of
. nox:lbil:lzy in developing these gjoals.

' Contacts’ - . )
Dr. Gordon Asher - - - - .ot
State- Department of Education. . o @
700. Pringles Parkway, S. B. :

Salem, OR 97310

.

PRNNSYLVANIA: * One of the bright spots. _The 'state has pu.blished a

wotking copy of ."Speech in the Classroom” which L
includes a well developed set of teacher zating scales - 9
for assessment of speaking skills. The assessment . -

program is instructional and is designed to help the .
classroom teacher identify areas for instructional '
development in speaking skills. Id addition, a

companion document titled "Communication in the .
Classroom® suggests theoretical and qurriculum L]
materials for the classroom teacher. - Both the rating
scales and the curriculum materials are formed for
different grade levels. The assessmont procedures are
primarily desc:iptive of ‘types of communication

instruction that might take place in the classroom.

No plans to use this material for anything but - L ]

instructional purposes. . by

" Contacts . e o
L] l

Evelyn W. Miller

Bureau of Curriculum Services .
Pennsylvania State Department of Bducation ‘ ’ [ ]
333 Market Street :
. Harrisburg, PA 17126 T
(717) 783-3947 *©

RHODE ISLAND: There are no plans for statewide assessnent at the ) .
elementary level. At the secondary level,’ the area of e
language arts includes objectives for speaking and ]
listening. A test-items bank includes sets of items e

(in the "life skills" area) that supposedly assess
speakin‘g?listening. Since these are very expensive to

administer and score, there are no plans to use these.

items for a couple of years at least. . ¢
5616D . o5 .
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RHQDE ISLAND:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH DAKOTA: .

s
I

{(continued)

-

5
]

3

-

-

Contact: 7

Mzrtha Highsaith

Statewide Assessment Progrim
Departaent ot Rducation
199 Promenade Street
Providence, RI 02908
(401) . 277-3126 .
State has begun a process to 1nplanont an annual
statevide assesmment program for K-12. Kindergarten
and pvilary grades cu::ently have more oral skill
itexs (both speaking and listening) than d0 later
grades which focus more on reading and uriting. Many
of the items for the lower grades require an.oral -
reaponse. BElementary grades have been field tested,
f£irst full administration:-in Spring 1981. Secondacy
levels will be field tested in Spring 1981.

Contact: _

Dr. Vama H. Meredith ’
Chief Supervisor . .
Educational Assessment Section
State Depariment of -Educat‘on

1429 Senate Street, Room-604 -
c°1m1a' 8C 29201 .~ . 1

South Daknta has developed thel'"Language Arts -
Curriculum Guide: K~-12,%‘'published in 1978. This
guide- is to be G8ed by local ‘districts and individual
teacliers to assist‘}hsn in assessing and planning
.local language arts curriculum. The guide is divided
into the following grade levels; - Primary, x-3;

" _Intermediate, 4-6; Junior High, 7-9; and Senior High;

10-12. Concerning listening and speaking,”the guide
states: "listening and speaking skills- have been
‘identified and emphasized for all the grade“levels
because ey are the basis for developing the skills

) of read ng and writing.* Samples of .Program

Objectives for listening include: .develops acceptable
nannqts in listening (primary), recognizeg:
" similarities and differences.in phonemes (ptima:y),
learns to listen for purposes of recall -
(1ntekiediatr). learns to value'listening as an’
. integral part of the communication process (junior
high), otc.' Exanples of Program Objectives in
speaking include: learns to participate witkout
anxiety in a vatiety of verbal situatione .
(intermediate), léarns to use apptoptiate and varied
lary in oral presentations (intermediate), and
develops” fluency and poise in forwal and thformal
speaking situations.

»
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SOUTH DAKOTA:

(continued) - o .

A Salt Lake City, Ry Y 8‘111 ‘ ) . - - ) -

Contact:

Kathy Hughes-Iman

= Language Arts Program Director

Division of Elementary and Smndary Bducat:ion
Kneif Building .

Pierze, 8D 57501
(6r5) 773-3508

No plans to assess speaking and 1isun1ng.

Contact:

Dr. Tom Innes, Director

Rducational Assessment

State Testing and Evaluation Center
University of Tennessee

1000 White Avenue

Knoxville, T™H 37916

(615) 974-5385 c

Senate Bill 350 amended Sect. 16.176 of the Texas

Educatior Code astablished a criterion referenced

‘assessment program for reading, writing and math, It

does mt address speaking and 1istening. °

Contact:
Mr. David Splitek
Division of Planning and Bducational Assessnent
Texas Bducation Agency

201 E. 11th Street .
Austin, TX 78712 ;
(512) 475-2066 : ®.

One ot the few states that has a program of testing
‘basic skills in place and operating begun in 1977 and
adopted statewide, the system has a four by six matrix :
of skills. Pour "life competencies® including .
, consumer of goods and services, career, health and Y X
safety, -and democratic governance. These four are
applied to each of six basic skills including reading, CY
writing, speaking, listening, computation, and problem :
s0lving. The student must demonstrate a competency in
"each of thé 24 functional competencies defined in the
matrix.. A handbook provides matarial on curriculum
locations. performarce 1ndicatots. testing p:ocedutes s
“and’ instructionsf and required forms. . oo

-

. contact: . oo - . 2

hxt:ln Van'Wagoner, Coordinator . i ) co
Righ School ‘Prograns ' _— M. [
Utah State Bogrd of Bducation J R _ $
250 Bast Fifth Séuth N A ra

(801). 533-5888 . L
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VERMONT: Another state with a program in place.” The program
: began with ‘hc school year 1977-78. During this year
95,486 students were assessed to determine the level
. of mastery in the basic skills of reading, writing,
listening, speaking, computing, and reasoning. The
16&1:121’06 compotencies will be required of graduates
beginning with the class of 1981. The data and the
discussion of results is .contained in a series of
-booklets published by the Department of Bducation
. titled Basic Competency Program. 3Speaking and
- listening skills are evaluated by asking the student
, to orally respond to a variety of situations and then
rated by their teacher.

Contacts .
Shirley Reid’
Director of Assessment/Testing

‘¢ State Departnent of  Bducation

4

~N Montpelier, V2 05602
~. L. (802) 828-3135
VIRGINIA: . They are developing a. statewide program called

*Standards £or- Learning.® This program includes

) learning cbjectives in all the basic skill areas,

s including 'speaking and listening. A tentative set of

S objectives were sent out for comment 12/80. Revised

~ objectives should be published by summer of 1981.
Prograxs will begin on a trial basis in the Fall,

I, ) 1981. Assessaent w:lll probably take place beginning

. PFall 1982.

Contact:
Dr. Kenneth Magjill, Supetviso:

K Jr. High/Middle Schools ‘- .
Division of-Humanities & Secondary Administration .
Department of Education

,_ P..O. Box 60 -.
‘ oo ‘Richmond, VA 23216
. {804) X225~2051-
S N R
'WASHINGTON: . °  No current plans to test speaking and listening on a

‘., 7 -  statewide basis. ‘Basic akill program includes oral
cdnunicat:lon, but cotnpetencies are not defined.
e ‘ contact: .

James c11ck, Cmtdinato:

Basic Skills Program

Superintendent of Public Inattuction ; .

"~ 014 Capitol Building
. . Olympia, WA 90504

anes
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WEST VIRGINIA:

WYOMING:

No plans to assess speaking and listening.

Contact: .

Mr. Charles D. Duffy, Coordinator

Assessment and Testing !
State Department of Bducation
Bst. Room B~-057

1900 Washington Street *
Charleston, W 25305

(304) 358-3230 -

Wisconsin presently has a statewide assessnent

_procedure for reading, writing, and mathematics. They

are in the initial stages of developing a statewide
assessaent procedure in speaking and listening. The
goals and specific skills to be assessed should be
identified by 8/81, and a pilot teat will take place
approximately 1/82.

Contact:
Mr. Ben Brewer
Coordinator Basic Skills

" Department of Public Instruction

125 South Webster Street
Madison, WI 53702
(608) 267-9268

Currently Wyoming bas no plans for any statewide
testing program in any area. Their Basic Skills
Program, written in response to Sections 222 and 224
of Title IXI BSSA includes speaking, and listening but
the plan does not. specify competencies or evaluation.

Contact:

Alan Wheeler, Director
General Program Unit
Department of Bducation
Hathaway Building
Cheyenne, WY 82002

.
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‘A ASSESSMENT OF COLLEGE LEVEL SPEAKING AND LISTENING SKILLS

Rsbecca B. Rubin
University of Wisconsin-Parkside

_ ABSTRACT

L]

The aim of this paper is to describe the present c(ondit:lons affecting
assessment of speaking and listening skills at the college level. The :
paper covers the "state of the art" in college level programs, TN
concentrating on the 3eveiopment of the Communication Competency A
Assessaent Instrument. ' This instrument has undergone extensive .
zeuabinty testing at the University of Wisconsin-Parkside. It is :
predicated on the Speech Communication Association's "Guidelines for 3
. Minimal Competencies in Spaking and Listening,® which identifies four E
competency areas: communication codes, oral message evaluation, basic :
speech communication skills, and human relations. It also follows the
SCA's "Criteria for Evaluating Instruments and Procedures for Assessing
Speaking and Listening 8kills,” making it one of few instruments that
directly assess college level speaking and listening skills. 1Initial
coefficient alphas ‘upport the reliability of the instrument; inter-rater
reliability coef/...ients uphold the use of the rating booklet, which
provides five skill levels for sach of the 57 assessments (three
assessaents for each of 19 specific competencies). Short forms of the
test are in their initial stages; judgments about the viability of using
short forms are presented. Incaddition, conclusions about the need for
oollege level assessaent instruments are .offered.
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. ASSESSMENT OF COLLEGE LEVEL SPEAKING AND LISTENING SRIiL3

In March 1978, Assessing Punctional Communication (Larson, Backlund,

: - Redmond & Barbour, 1978) was published; this text detailed the state of

: the art in communication competency testing to datr. The authors .defined’

a number of main content areas, such as Developmental Language and

@ Comsfinication S8kills, Communication Competence and Appropristeness,

. - Receiving--Listening, Anxiety-Apprehension, and Interaction

. Descriptions. A total of 53 of the 90 tests reviewed wers apptopziate

for college level or adult persons. However, no one test provided a

: comprehensive evaluation of speaking and listening skills; many of the

: 3 instruments were specialized assessments of competencies such as anxiety,.

® - counseling/interviewing techniques, personal maturity, social competence,

i - and group interaction.

. At that time, the University of Wisconsin-Parkside had given up its

- search for an instrument to assess speaking skills, an area originally

: . included -in a comprehensive Collegiate Skills Program assessing writing,

. . mathesmatics, reading, research paper development and library skills--all

@ . . skills which students should have mastered by the time they have earned

) 45 college credits (Maeroff, 1978). The lack of an existing
coamprehensive assessment instrument in communication and concern over
minority bias seemed to be the ujor reasons for “tabling® the apeak:lng
component. With a grant from the -University of Wisconsin system (Rubin,

. 1980a), this author set out to discover the state of the art in college

[ 1 level competency testing, a prelude to developing a communication test

2 for the UW-Parkside program. Few assessment inastruments at the college
level were found.

The American College Testing Program's College Outcome Measures

Project (COMP) battery provided an assessment of general education

. knowledge and skills; one of the six areas assessed was labelled

[ ] "Communicating,” the "ability to send and feceive information in a

: variety of modes (written, graphic, oral, numeric and symbolic), within a

. ~ variety of settings (one~to-one, in small and large groups), and for a

: . variety of purposes (for example, to inform, to understand, to persuade,
: - and to analyze)™ (Steele, 1979, p. 2). The purpose of the test was to
0 . assess effective functioning in adult roles in society. The "Speaking”
[ . - portion.of the Communicating area.tended to concentrate on delivery and
. - discourse; the test did include direct measures of . speaking ability.
However, the Collegiate Skills Program at the University of
Wisconsin-Parkside was more concerned with the student's ability to
function in college contexts, rather than in .society at large.

; _ Also exanined was the program at Alverno College; which is more

[ ) anbitious than most colleges can afford (Alverno College Faculty, 1976).
At Alverno, communication ability is defined as the ability to write,
: read, speak, listen, use media, and use quantified data. The speaking . v
; portion asscsses a student's ability to speak extemporaneously, clarify
‘ the setting and context, use effective delivery and linguistic - 3
. conventions; organize and develop ideas, use visual aids, and evaluate C
® * his or her own strengths and weak
e proficiency which can be attained a combination of individualized and
: group testing sessions and courses Againy; a_veyry ambitious program, but
a broad mix of skill areas, some which a:e not speaking and listening

.
..
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The Speech Communication Association's 1978 Task Porce on Minimal
Speaking/Listening Competéncies presented the Minimal Competencies in
Speaking and Listening for Bigh School Graduates (Bassett, Whittington, &
Staton-Spicer, 1978). This Jdocument seemed highly appropriate and :
relevant to this task of creating a college-level assessment instrument.
It identifies four main competence areas: Communication Codes (ability
to use and understand spoken English and nonverbal signs), Oral Message
Evaluation (ability to use appraisal standards to judge oral messages and
their effects), Basic Speech Communication Skills (ability to select and

arrange message elements to,.produce spoken messages), and Human Relations

(ability to maintain interpersonal relationships). These four main
competence areas are further divided into 19 specific competencies, with
examples.of application within three contexts: occupational,
citizenship, and naintenance, For purposes of the Communication . .
Competency Assessment Instrument (CCAI), a fourth cortext--educational--
was created, along with three application examples for each of the 19
competencies (see attached Table 1). These application examples were
used as the basis for the first version of the CCAI. There were a total
of 57 possible ansessments to be made about a student's ability to
function in specific educational environments: in class, and with
instructors, fellow students, and academic advisors. (Table 1 - see
appendix)

Meanwhile, the Speech Communication Association endorsed and
published the Bducational Policies Board's "Criteria for BEvaluating
Instruments and Procedures for Assessing Speaking and Listening®
(Backlund, Brown, Gurry, & Jandt, 1979); these criteria were followed in
developing the CCAI. The Board document asserts that assessment
instruments should be wvalid, reliable, and feasible. Specifically, it

proposes the following guidelines: stimulus materials should require the
- demonstration of a skill; inferences about a speaking or listening skill -

should not be made from tests requiring reading and writing; the
instrument ghould be unbiased; the test should assess skills occurring in
familiar situations and in a variety of communication settings; tests
should permit a range of acceptable responses; instruments should be
standardized so that the test administrator's skills will not affect the
results; the stress level should be equal to that of the setting in
question; procedures should be practical in terms of cost and time and
should involve simple equipment; and agsessment should be suitable for
the individual's developmental level.

. At about the time of this publication, researchers fram the
Univeraity of Oklahoma were developing a communication assessment
instrument to determine a student's admission into their. business program
(Scafe & Siler, 1979). They, too, followed the Speech Communication
.Association's lead on the competency areas, but opted for indirect
assessaent: that is, a written objective test. Direct assessment
procedures were chosen as most appropriate for the CCAI.

. Methods

The result was a 57-item version of the CCAI (Rubin, 1980b). Th;re
are three main sections to the test. The first asks the student to
present a three-minute extemporaneous pex;suas:lve talk on a topic of

1
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interest, during which the studént's speaking ability is judged on many
factors (e.g., volume, rate, clazity, gestures). Next, the student views
a videotaped class lecture, and is then immedicztely questioned about the

. lecture and asked to respond in various ways to statements about his/her
experiences in an educational environment. All student responses are
either oral or nonverbal in nature; writing and reading abilities .are not
assessed. The test assesses only the student's ability to communicate
through speech and nonverbal actions and to listen. At this stage of
developmuent, the CCAI took approximately one hour per student to .
administer. ’

This ~ersion of ths test wvas critically examined by a number of .
persons and subjected to numercus refinements (Rubin, 1981). Content
validity wus achieved by presenting five cosmunication faculty members
with the 19 competenciss and 57 assessment items arranged in random
order; they were asked to place each assessment item into one of the 19
competency categories. PFive questions that initially failed to meet the
established 80 percent agreement standard were subsequently rewritten and
correctly categorized by all evaluators. The questions were further
refined, and a rating book with five levels of proficiency for each of
the assessments was oonstructed, evaluated, and revised. Pour faculty

-members trained as judges used the rating book to evaluate three students
who had been videotaped earlier while taking the CCAI. A mean-interrater .
correlation of .83 was attained, attesting to the reliability of the
rating book. The comiunication skills of 77 students were assessed with.
this test version, each test session requiring about one hour.

As one might imagine, ap hour's testing time per student prasents
sonumental difficulties with large-enrollment institutions. Thus, the
feasibility of -reducing test size was investigated. Coefficient alpha
analysis was performed on the 57-item CCAI. An overall alpha of .83 was
achieved. To create a test of approximately one-third the number of
assessaent items (and ¢ne-half the administration time), the least
consistert items were eliminated. That is, for each of the 19 competency
areas, the moct valid item was determined and the coefficient alpha for
this 19-item short form was .79. It is extremely difficult to achieve a,
.80 coefficient alpha with less than 30 test items (Nunnally, 1978);
thus, a .79 is considered respectable. Howsver, to increase the
coefficient alpha, fou: additional items wire added to the 19-item short
form, the four next highest ranking items, one in each of the four main
sections of skills. The coefficient alpha for the 23~-item form was .82.
Additioral testing was then necessary.

Bighty~three students who were enrolled in the basic communication

. ocourse at the University of Wisconsin-Parkside completed ‘the 23-item
short form during Pebruary 1981 (see footnote 1}. A shortened version of
the listening videotape stimulus was prepared. It had the same content
of the original, minus unnecessary text (see footnote 2). All test
administrations lasted 30 minutes or less. The data on these 83 students
were combined with the data on the first group (77 students), and again
submitted to coefficient alpha analysis. The coefficient alpha for the
23-item test was .80; for the 19-item test, the coefficient alpha was
.78. It was determined that the two short forms were sufficiently
similar not to warrant the inclusion of the four additional items which,
in ‘actuality, had no basis for inclusion. The following results pertain
to the 19-item version of the CCAI.
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Results

Table 2 shows frequency distribution of total scores on the 19-item @
test short form. The theoretical "passing” grade of 3.0 was usad as a '
cutoff. The program proposed at UW-Parkside would declare all those
receiving 57 total points (average grade of 3 for 19 items) as _ 3
“oompetent”; those above 48 pointa (2.5 on a S-point scale) as "in need
of remedial self-paced work"; and those below 48 points "in need of -
formal training in a remedial course.” The mean, median, and mode fell .:,
at about the same point, indicating’ a somewhat normal curve fot the 160 :
students tested (see attached Table 2).

Initial analyses suggest that the :I.mtzunent is free from bias. Male
and Zemale students did not apgnz to differ in their abilities to pass '
the test on the first trisl (X° = 0.68, &f = 1, n.s.). Similarly, no =
ditfcuncu were found between minorities (hispanic, black) and :
non-niuo:iuu (x = 3,33, 4f = 1, n.s.). However, there was a
significant ditte:enoe between minority (X = 56.13) and non-minority (X =
63.74) students (t = 3.53, 4f = 158, p< .001, two-tailed) on their total
scores. ‘At first glance, it appears as though the few minority students
‘who did poorly on the test affected the mean of the minority student
group (N = 16, s.d. = 9.75), moreso than non-minority students who d4id
not excel (N = 144, s.d. = 8.00). Additionally, the non-random sample of
students reflects students who sometimes select the basic communication
courses to improve known inadequacies in communication skilis. 'x'his may
have had an influence on. the means.

- Other data collected on tha students, su:lu::l.zed in Table 3, included
acadu:lc major, number of college credits completed, age, grade point.
average, number of communication or speech courses taker, &nd past
speaking experience. Briefly, differences were found on the 19-item test
for: (a) business and humanities majors; (b) those with 30 or fewer
credits and those with over .60 credits; (c) the under-20 age group and
the 20-24 age group; (d) those with a low GPA and those with a high GPA;
and- (e) those with little or no speaking experience and those with quite
a bit of experience. Correlations of the raw scores of these data are
found in Table 4. These analyses suggest that a variety of experiences
and abilities leads to ocommunication competence, as Jefined by the CCAI.
Indepth investigation of these data is in progress (see attached Tables 3
and 4).

Additionally, each of the 19 items.of the CCAI short form was closely
examined. As Table 5 shows, 1l percent of the students tested had

- problens asking a question; 33 percent .could not organize ideas well; 32
percent could not give accurate directions; 35 percent could not
adequately express and defend a point of viaw; 10 percent didn't
understand the difference between a fact and an opinion; 27 percent could
not understand suggestions for. improvement presented by an instructor; 14

_percent could not adequately ideatify the work to be performed on an
assignment when it was presented orally in class; and 49 psrcent could
not describe the point of view of a person who disagreed with them (see

.. attached Table 5).
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Discussion

This initial research effort has disclosed that for some students, .
caomunication problems ocould very well inhibit learning. It is
iwperative that measures be developed to help students identify these
probleas and improve their communication skills so that they will not be
disadvantaged learners. The State of Florida (Walker, 1979) is at work
on this issue, as is Phil Backlund at Central Washington University.
Valid and zo].iablo procedures ar¢ needed to help students deternine and
oorrect their speaking and listening deficiencies.

Classrooms are comsunicatics arenas where students and teachers
interact by communicating. Ability to survive in these enviromments is
- essential to successful college completion. The CCAI is proposed as a
method of assessing the ‘basic survival skills students need. The results
of college-level competency testing can be used ir a variety of ways.

It may be beneficial to some colleges to establish individualized
instruction programs to help students inprove specific skill areas.

Other colleges may be able to identify specific courses which would help
students imprcve their skills. And still other institutions could use
the results in advising students about their weaknesres and helpir¢ them
plan future oourse-work. Whatever the result, college-level competency
assessment can provide useful information and feedback on students' skill

achievement to help them bacome more effective communicators in their
oollege classes.

.
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Table 1

- *Bducational Cohtext" .;

1. COMMONICATION CODES

A. LISTEN EFFECTIVELY T0 SPOKENM ENGLISH. -
P . 1. Understand directions given by & classroom instructor for ®:
: : class assignments. 3
2. ‘Understand material presented in a class lecture.
3. Understand an instructor's suggestions for improving
ont'l lbilitiu.‘

: . B. USE WORDS, PRQJUNCIMIW AND ammn APPROPRIATE POR m o
: SITUATION. :

: 1. Use appropriate languzge in a classroom report.
. . 2. Use appropriate grammar when speaking to others.
3. Use pronunciation which is understood by others.

§

C. USE NONVERBAL SIGNS APPROPRIATE FOR THE SITUATION.

1. Use appzoi::iatd geatures and eye oontact ;vhen intersacting
with others. ..

2. Use appropriate facial expr.wsions and tone of voice when
conversing with one's instructor or fellow students. )
3. Recognize and/or use appropriate gestures,.eye contact,
. ° and facial expressions when communicating understanding
. - or lack of understanding in a listening situation.

¢
=

D. USE VOICE EFFECTIVELY.

. 1. TUs> appropriate rate when making a report in class, N
, ’ 2. Speak loudly enough to be heard in a classroom situation.
3. Use appropriate clarity when speaking with others.

II. ORAL MESSAGE EVALUATION . o
1 to A. IDENTIFY MAIN IDEAS IN MESSAGES. o ’ :
. ' ! " ;
1. Identify the work to be:performed when the assignment is
given’ orally in class.
.2« Recognize performance standards for work assigned orally
‘ in class. .
3. Ident_::lf.y‘ the nain ideas in a class lecture.
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: B. DISTINGUISH PACTS FROM OPINIONS.

;. 1. Reocognize an opinion in a class lecture or report.
’ 2. Recognize a fact in a class lecture or report.
3. Distinguish between facts and opinions in an
interpersonal interactica. . . -
f‘ L ] C. DISTIRGUISE BETWEEN monmm AND m"smsm MESSAGES.

a3 1. Distinguish between informative and poumive messages
. in a class report.
2. Distinguish between informative and pouuuive nusages
; ] in a class lecture.
) 3. Distinguish between informative and po:umive nessages
\ in an interperscnal interaction.

D. SRECOGNIZE WHEN ANOTHER DOES NOT UNDERSTAND YOUR MESSAGE.

i 1. Recognize when an instructor or fellow classmate doesn't
® understand the guestion you are asking.
« Recognize when an instructor or fellow classmate doesn't
undératand the question you are answering.
. 3. Recognize whan others do not understand your explanation
of a concept raported on in class.

g R

k) B

° . III. C SPEECE COMMUNICATION SKILLS B

1. Make a clear report on a gsubject ot £ntezest or one
you've researched.

A.l EXPRESS IDEAS CLEARLY AND GNCISBLY.
/
/ 2. Concisely explain coutse requirements to a new student in

) class.
= s 3. State clearly your reasons for taking a particulat course.
B. EXPRESS AND DEFEND WITH' mcs YOUR POINT OF VIEW.
{' L ) " 1. Express and defend ybur view in a classroom report.
: ’ 2. Express .and defend your suggestions for improvements in
your school.

3. Express and defend your position tbat a g:ade you
received m 1uco:tect.

2'. C: ORGAN.IBE (CRDER) MBSSAGES SO THAT OTHERS CAN UNDERSTAND THEM.

1. Use a‘chronological order to explain your activities
throughout the day. ’

2. Use a topical order to explain a eourse you took last
semester.

3, Use a ptoblea-causa-solution order when discussing with
an advisar/counselor an academic problem you are having.

¢
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D. ASKQUBS’!IG!STO@TAINWTION ;o )

A
'20

3..

K. mmwsmm,- <7 Q N

Obtain information about rsquirements foz your major.
Obtain information wbout how to complete an zzsignment.

Obtain luggutious about how to hptovo you: clautoc-
. berformance. . e

LES
\ . -~
o .
.

~

1l.. Answer an instructor's question: about your clas Loon

2.
3.

petformance.
Answer a question based on a class lecture.

Answer; a question asked. by a classmate about a course you
" are both taking.

F. GIVE CONCISE AND ACCURATE DIR!CTIQ!S.

1.

-
&e

3.

4

Direct rellow students in petfoming unfanil:lar tasks or
to an unfamiliar location. »

Instruct a new student on how to a0 well in ccllage
Glasses,
Give accurate and concise directions to others.

.

G. SMRIZB‘HESSAGB. ~ ) '

1.
2.

3.

S -

Summarize oral instructions given by an instructor.
Summarize a class.lecture.

Give a summary of students' suggestions to an instructor.

HUMAN RELATIONS R . ) .

A. DESCRIBE ANO':EER'S VIEWPOINT. -

1. 'Describe the viewpoint of an instructor who disagrees
with your evaluation of your classroom performance.
2, Describe the viewpoint of a fellow student who disagrees
with your evaluation of a class you've both taken. a
- 3. Describe the position taken on an issue by an instructcr
: or fellow clasmte with which you disagree.
B. DESCRIBE. DIPFBR!NCE IN OPINIGN. Al
‘1. Describe differences in opinion with fellow students
about course related issues.
2. Describe differences in opinion about the steps neceasaty
. to- accodplish your acadenic or vocational goals, -
3. Describe differences of opinion which occurred in a class

d:lacuu:lon.

-

“




.
.
v
.
.
3
-~
. .
<

. 56160

e e

1.

2.

3.

k]
°
Ny
- .
- 5 R
r .
-
‘ ¢ N
.
. < A
.
IS
.
- .
.
B
o -
¢
f s
a
»
-
.
‘e
B
.
’ <
’
N -
- -
2
‘ ‘ 41
R <« .
, N » . -
e oS A T L

Conclude a conversation with an.instructor.

C. EXPRESS FEZLINGS 1) OTHERS. .

1. Express satisfaction or dissatisfaction to an :lnstzucto:

. about a course you have taken.

o ' Bxpress feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction about:

. mking with others on group projects for classes.
. nproumthyhoatriondvbomnotaononnona

e clmmimtocinaeou:u.

; D. m m le . e

4 -

Inttoduco yourself at the beginning ot the semester in
class.
Reguest an lpﬁointmnt with a ocounselor or adviser.

@
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: - 1 TABLE 2

RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF 160 STUDENTS ON THE 19-ITEM SHORT FORM

. S o . ~Standard - Score.on

Score: _ Frequency . Deviation . .5-pt. scale
e L r =
«2
. ’ Z 2.5

-

o&-
L]
-4
.
o]
£ ]
H
n
13
(= s -

. ¢

N=33 ' 50
20.625%. 52

-1

he)

O & UILU = L=y

w
[« 8
[

3.0

>l

w64 1

3.5
N = 120 67

75.000% 69
+1

4.0

+2
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Mean = 62,98  **Median = 63.78 < ***Mode = 64.00

s.d. = 8.475  ange = 44.00
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. TABLE 3

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TABLES FOR THE 19-ITEM TOTAL SCORE

: Mo N € W E p
ACADEMIC MAJOR .
Science 65.50 10 between
_ Humanities . 65.95g 39 groups 8 170.31 2.56 .012
Fihe Arts"_ 60.80 5 .
Behavioral Sci. 65.60 10 within :
Business 59.75; 44 groups 151 66.81
Computer/Eng. 67.60 S >
Social Science 69.00 S
Education 63.00 3 ‘total  159.
Undecided 61.26 39 3
COLLEGE CREDITS COMPLETED . X ' \
"~ 0-15 credits 61.12, 86 Detween -
R e '3t 23 BESURE™ 4’ 300.26  6.14 0001
31-45 credits 65.00 13 ixhir : -
" 46-60 credits e300 .12 BB 155 e . .
Over 60 credits 69.6221 26 __ total 159 :
m . N * . .
Under 20 60.88;, 92 - n :
20-4 680 R BESHT 4 2s2.50 576 .00
25-29 64.73 11  withi ’
Over- 39 65.88 8 total =159
GRADE POINT AVERAGE (4-pt. scale)
Under 2.00 59.42, 24 betyeen .
T 2o 59422 21 PRIHS® 4 2210 372 007
2.50--2,99 64.12 42  withi
3.00--3.49 67.50, 28 Y 122 59.96 ‘ :
3.50--4.00 65.90 10 total 126
COMMUNICATION COURSES - ' .
None 61.01 71  between’ : e £
1 63,12 49 BEOUDS S 841.89  2.45 .03 ?
2 64.58 19  withi .
: s 1o HE 1se- es.eo
4 : 66.83. 6
5 or more. 69.40 g ‘total 159 ,
PAST SPEAKING EXPERIENCE ]
None . ~ 61,063, 49 betwéen
Classes other than - groups 5 326.68 5.14 .0002
speech 60.35,. 26
Speech Classes -62.284 46 within .
Some Experience out- M groups 154 63.56
side of speech v .
class " 66,52, 25
Cood amount out- «
side class 72.50pcq 10 total 159
* A lot outside class 65.75 - 4

*Means with a common Ietter in the subscript differ at or beyond the .05
’levcl of confidence utilizing the TukeyﬁB Qprocedure.
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TABLE 4

CORRELATIONS OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AND THE 19-ITEM SHORT FORM

cC _Age GPA ccC SE . Race Sex

Credits Completed
. Age . f34;**
Grade Poing Average1 3 bl 20%*
Communication Courses . .
Completed J34rer .19% 11
Speaking Experience L21%* .15 .06 R
Race’ .04 -.02 - 32res -.06 -.02
Sex” -.08 18+ 02 - .06 .07 -.01
19-Item Short Form ! S5k - L21%F r J28%*% .58*** 3 Rhkd - 27k -.02
*» <05 7 *p<.0l ***p < ,001 ) ) . ‘

l33 students had no GPA accumylated; they were labelled "missing" for this analysis. N = 127 for all GPA
correlations. For zl1 other correlations, N = 160.
2For the‘Race variable, 0 = Non=minority, 1 = Minority.

3For the Sex variable, 0 = Male, 1 = Female. . . . p .
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“TABLE 5

PEkCENTAGE OF STUDENTS' SCdkES ON A S5-POINT SCALE
FOR THE 19-ITEM SHORT FORM

1o§;§t'- ---------------------------- highest
Item - 1.2 3 4 5
Pronwmciation © L% . 0.08  14.4%  47.5%  36.9%
Facial Expr./Tone of Voice . 0.0 9.4  29.4 a1.2  20.0
Speech Ciarity ‘ 1.2°  15.0 3.2 43.1 4.4
Persuasive/Inform. Di:stinct. o 5.0.  20.6 30.6- 31.9 11.9
. Clarity of Ideas “1.9 12.5  36.9°  39.4 9.4
Express § Defend Pt. of View 75 .35 38.7 18.1 8.1
Recognize Non-Understanding 3.0 2.5 23.7 46.2 = 24.4
Fact/Opinion Distinction T 4.4 5.6 23.7 61.2 5.0
Listening A(Um;erstand Suggestions) 56 22.5 47.5 20.6 4.4
Identify Main Ideas - 3.7. .10.c  38.1 - 28,7 19.4
Summarize ; © 8 7.5 36.9 22.5  25.0
Social Ritual o 1.9 10.6  30.0 40,6  16.9
Ask Questions ) %1.9 . 9.4 37.5 34.4 16.9
;qsue£ Questions ‘ 1.2 8.7  55.6 26.9 - 7.5
Express Feelings: *. 5.6 29.4 19.4 °  31.9 13.7
Organize ldeas 2006 125  39.4  26.2 1.2
Give Directions : 12;5 - 20.0 30,0 '20.6  16.9
Describe Another's View . . 17.5 , 31.3  28.7  18.8 3.7
Describe Diff. in Opinion  14.4  30.0  34.4 16.9 4.4
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POTENTIAL SOURCES OF BIAS IN SPRAKING AND LISTENING ASSESSMENT

. ’ Richard J. 8tiggins
. Clearinghouse for Applied Performance Testing

ABSTRACT

[

: There is some ovidonct to suggest that the use of perforaance
" . assessment can, in certain educational assessment contexts, minimize the
; adverse impact of testing on minorjties. Performance assessment, an
alternative to traditional paper and pencil testing, :.nu on the direct
cbservation and rating of behavior by qualified judgu. Yor obvious
. reasons, such assessment plays a key role-in the measurement of speakinug
( and listening skills. Because patterns of oral communication are greatly
. affected by potentially divergent- linguistic and cultural factors, great
i care must be taken to deal with potential sources of bias in the
assessment if valid and reliable results are to be achieved. This’ papei
0 tovfm those: potential sources of bias, and suggests stratecgies for “
dealing with each. Purposes and strategies for assessing speaking and
‘ listening skills are reviewed, 2s are the characteristics of good
® speaking and listqnim tests. Specific sources of bias in speaking and -
~ - listening assessment are identified in (a) test administration
anvironment, (b) stimulus conditions, (c) response modes, and (d) rating
or scoring procedures. Specific suggestions are offered for planning and
oonducting a speaking and listoning assassaent that precludes problems of
bias. . \
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POTENTIAL SOURCES OF BIAS IN
SPEAKING AND LISTRNING ASSESSMENT

A test is regarded as biased when some chauct:uistic of the test
interacts with some characteristic of the test taker in such a way as to
distort the meaning of the results for a certain grouwp of examinees
(Sbopud. 1980). 8Such distortions can 1lead to invalid assesszents and -
inappropriats’ educational decisions. PFor example, test items use
language oc syntax more :udily cupuhouiblo to members of one group--—
with its cultural and linguistic experience--than to another group. Or
the exercises may be based on problem situations with which one group has
sinply had more familiarity than another.; In both cases, examinees from
each group might be equally capable of performing competently on the
test, but some language or experience factor extraneous to the trait or
skill being measured might distort test results and thus lead to an
invalid assessaent.

This paper explores some of the potential sources of bias in spcaking
and listening assessment. Because speaking skills and listening skills
call for different measurement strategies, they are treated separately.
Rach is described in terms of assessment purpose and stiategies,

' characteristics of a good test, potential sources of bias, and strategies
for avoiding bias.

El

Assessing Speaking 8kills

Purpose and Strategies. The purpose here is to measure the
exaninee's ability to communicate orally, Assessors have two measurement
options: (1) a paper and pencil nbjective test measuring knowledge of
the principles of good communication, or (2) direct observation of
examinees' ability to apply those principles in a real spoaking context.

Although knowledge of effective communication pzinciplu may
correlate kighly with actual speaking proficiency, most woild contend
that direct observation of an examinee's performance yields more
dependable conclusions regarding speaking proficiency. In short, the
nore ogtoctive strategy is to elicit a sample of speech in a real or
simulated situation, and to ask a trained rater to evaluate rasults
according to prespecified performance criteria. Smakinq proficiency can
be rated holistically or it can be subdivided into such ocomponents as
organization, content, and expressivencss, and rated analytically--
depending on the assessment purpose or the informatior desired.

Characteristics of a Good Test. Test characteristics necessarily
vary somevhat as a funstion of testing purpose. All effective speaking
tests, however, share some ocommon characteristics: (1) clearly focused,
carefully prepared speaking exercimes; (2) multiple realistic (real or
simulated) speaking contexts; (3) clearly specified (in writing)

performance criteria; (4) effective rater training; and (5) a carefully

conducted zating process.

Testing purpose determines the level of information required in test
results. PFor examplé, placement into remedial speech courses typically -
calls fcr intomtion .on overall conunication pioficiency. On the other

o .
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hand, diagnosis of strengths and weaknesses for purposes of designing
individualized instruction :oquizcs thorough analysis and scoring of the °
ocomponent skills of oral communication.

Potential Sources'of Bius. There are at least £ four potential sourcas
of bias in a performance test of speaking skill: the test administration
ocontext, the stimulus situation, the response mode, and the scoring
ptWr ’ . o

Bias can come from the test administration environment, if that R
environment is more familiar oc ocomfortable to one cultural group than -
another. Environmental factors that can affect performance include -
amount of anxiety with the test format, satisfaction with physical
surroundings, frequency and hature of distractions, and race or sex of
the test administrator. When these factors affect cne group's scores
more than anotho:'s, they can lead to invalid conclusions :oga:ding
'm’.m -skill.

The exercises (or stimulus) exercizes can also be biased if based on
inappiopriately narrow cultural pnzspcctives. Competent exaninees who
lack understanding of or experience with item content lay be
inappropriately judged incompetent. ‘

Response bias can arise as a result of cultural differences in the
nature and form of oral communication typically used by examinees. Por .
exaaple, members of -ocertain cultural subgroups may be uncomfortable with
formal speaking contexts. Thouch competent speakers, such persons may
experience sufficient anxiety or lack of motivation in an unfamiliar

-situation, or one peroceived by their cultu:a as inappropriate, to distort

teet results.

And finally, bias can arise in scoring whenever raters are called on
t0 make subjective judgments. The potential for rater bias is a function
of the rater's sncial experience and attitudes, the clarity- and precision
of the scoring criteria and standards, and the extent to which the rater
has internalized those standards. Guilford (1954) has outlined the many
forms of bias in ratings, and others (Schmitt and Lappin, 1980; Campbell,
1972; Quinn, 1969; and Brignoli, et al., 1979) have shown how these ‘
factors influence performance ratings of different cultural subgroups.
Rater bias is pezhaps the most significant threat to teat score
dependability in performance assessment. -

Avoiding Bias. The general strategy for avoiding bias in speaking
agsessmzent ir to eliminate those factors that can’ distort the meaning of
test scores. Yor example, the awsessment can be administered in-a
faniliar and ocomfortable ‘environment by.a test adninistrator who is not
likely to be intimidating or otherwise distracting to examinees.

Stimulus exercises can be reviewed in advance by members of appropriate
cultural subgroups to enlurc relevance and familiarity to all examinees.
The use of forma) and informal speaking exercises which are within the
real-world experience of all examinees can reduce -.response bias and
anxiety, and increase motivation to perform. Another strategy for
controlling anxiety is ynobtrusively assessing speaking skills via direct
observation’ of examinees in everyday communication settings. And
finally, rater bias can be controlled through the very careful
specification and review of performance criteria, the careful selection
of raters and thorough rater training.
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Assessing Listening Skilis

Purpose and Strateqies. The purpose here is to measure an exninee'e _

ability to ocomprehend oral communication. As with speaking assessment,
the examiner has two optionw:s a tost that measures knowledge of the
principles of ‘good listening, or a perforiance test that measures ability
to apply those principles.

The most effective strategy is typically to use a pPerformance test
that relies in part on objectively sccred test items of listening
comprehension. That is, the listening excrcise is presented crally in a
real or simulated context, and the.examinee's comprehension of the
message is tested using traditional multiple choice items. As an

" 777 alternative to written items, one can ask the examinee to paraphrase all

of part of the message, and rate the level of comprehension comeye in
that paraphrase according to préspecified criteria. T
Characteristics of a Good Test. A good listening test is one¢ that
provides the kind of -information needed for appropriate educaticnal
decisions. MNead (1978) has pointed out that such a test focuses on
skills central to the listening process by using real verbal
communication presented orally, rathar than using reading test passages.
Mead urges the-use of short, interesting stimulus materials that are
relevant to the communication context and experience of the examinees.

In addition, Mead contends that a good teat should not confound listeniny

and reading =kill by reguiring that examinees read test items after
listening to passages. 1Inataad, test items should be presented in- both
an oral and written form. And finally, Msad suggosts the use of items
that require (1) recalling significant details, (2) compreherding main
ideas, (3) drawing inferences, (4) aaking judgments about speakers, and
(5) making judgments concerning information presaented,

Raters who are asked to judge listening -proficiency based on an
examinee's paraphrasing skill muat be carefully trained and must have
clearly specified performance crite-ia on which to base their judgment.

. Potential Sources of Bias. As with speaking arsessment, sources of
bias in listening assessment can include the test administration
environzent, stimulus, response mode and scorirg procedures. If the test
adainistration situation is unfamiliar or uncomfortable to certain
cultural groups (more than others) or ths r~imwlus materials are based on

. harrow cultural or linguistic experiencss ¢ . perspectives not common to

“all examinees, the test can yield biased r- i £8s

The response mode can affect biar :: ! objective test items are
used to measure comprehension,. such fa - e ~* Jifferences in test
viseness, anxiety or motivztion to a4 'w.. ..un i3ad %0 biased judgments.

. If paraphrasing is used %o mcasure comprel...isici:; speaking and listening

proficiency may be confounded. Cultural diffe: ences in speaking style
may also lead to biased assessment. Whenever factors extraneous to the
actual listening ability of ekxaminees influence test scores, and do sc to
differing extents across cultural subgroups, the meaning of test scores
will be distorted for members of some groups and the test scores will
lead to biased judgments about listening proficiency.

And finally, scoring procedures can contribute to test bias when
subjective ratings of paraphrased nessages are the basics for determining
proficiency. Rater bias is, of course, not a problem with objective test
icens.

<«
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Avoiding Bias. The key to avoiding bias in 1isten1n9 assessment is
: to use familiar, realistic and relevant samples of oral cosmunication
ocombined with high quality assessment procedures. Careful review of o
stimulus materials, items and rating criteria hy members of appropriate
cultural subgroups prior to test administration can increase quality and
belp eliminate bias. Test items should be prepared by qualified testing

izlists, and subjacted to careful pretesting. and psychometric
ysis prior to actual administration. Bias in the response mode ) -
se of differences in anxiety and motivation can be reduced by using @
hrasing as an alternative to the traditional objective test. These '
however, can be offset by rater bias unless raters are thoroughly
and given wefully spociﬁ.od criteria on which to base their

Conclusion

and listening assessment, test environment, stimulus
conditions, res mode, and scoring procedures all influence the
seaning and util t:y of test results. If performance tests are carefully
developed by per knowledgable about and sensitive to the cultural, and - ¢
social experiences traditions of the groups to be tested, such tests

can provide useful, xearingful scores. The nze of stimulus circumstaices

and excrcises ejually \familiar to different groups caa help ensure that

everyons has a chance perform successfully. When members of different

groups are faced with a test stimulus or response mode that prevents them

from demonstrating their ability, the test opportunity is biased. The ®
use of performance rating p:ocedu:u not based on explicit criteria, and
not applied by carefully trained Judges, can lead to rater bias.
Considerable care must be taken to prevent both opportunity and rater
bias;, asince either can signiﬁ.cantly influence the dependability of-
speaking and listening assessment results.
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ASSESSMENTS OF ORAL COMMUNICATION -PROFICIENCY

o,
- Donald L. Rubin
The University of Georgia’

« . . L]

ABSTRACT

Speech pottomnc. rating ptocedu:eo optinize both the
informativeness and the pedagogical "washback®" of communication '
competency assessments. .Rating procedures .can be adapted to a variety of
communication situaticns, and may serve a number of administrative
purposes. Appropriate selection of rating instruments and criteria is
determined by the performance situation and the 'purpose of the test.
Considerations of contont validity bear on choices of performance
situations as well as rating criteria. Considerations of reliability
bear on the size, number, and variety of performances sampled as well as
on agreement between raters. Considerations of: feasibility bear on the
.time and personnel. néeded to elicit and rate speech performances.
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USING PERFORMANCE RATING SCALES IN LARGE SCALE
ASSESSNENTS OF ORAL COMMUNICATION PROFICIENCY

- ~
-

_ Pederal legislation presently includes oral communication in its
" snumeration of basic skills (ESEA Part 162, Pederal Register, April, .

1979, 25151). Many state and local education agencies have already begun

to test oral communjication -competencies, while others have initiated
preliminary planning in this direction (Backlund, 1981). This paper does
" not argue for large scale testing of oral oc-uniegtion proficiency.
Indeed, it is preferable not to test when an assessment program threatens
to undermine instruction. This paper is, however, premised on the fact
that programs for testing oral oommunication competencies are upcn us.

It is therefore critical to examine available assessment methods in order
0 select those which will maximize the benefits of such programs.

Great Britain, where large scale testing of oral ‘skills has been
conducted for some time, provides a valuable example of the impact of
cral assessment on education.” Btitish Certificate of Secondary EBducation
exaninations have included some type of speech sample since 1965
(Hitchman, 1966; Schools Council, 1966). Although curricular documents
have stressed the importance of ®oracy" (Bullock, 1975), British
educators recognize that the institution of formalized testing lent
respectability to speech instruction ‘(Wade, 1978) and shaped its nature
(Wilkinson, 1968). Barnes (1980, p. 125) observes that “"any aonitoring
of oracy during secondary schooling will be proposing a wider range of
curricular concerns [in oracy than schools presently undertake...Thus, in_
secondary schools ‘at least, tha monitoring of oracy is likely to be
leading practice in schools rather than responding to it.*

wWith an eye toward effects q»podngog:lcal as well as psychométric
adcquacy. then, this paper examines one type of communication assessment
procedures speech performance rating. It constructs a rationale for
this procedure and describes conditions influsncing selection of
particular speech performance rating techniques. The papsr also
. addresses ‘the sanner in which considérations of content validity,
reliability, and feasibility can affect the adequecy of speech
performance nting as it is likelj to be implemented in schcol settings.

Rationale for Speech Performance Rating

Speech performance rating .ancompasses assessment procedurez in which
student speech is sampled in some more or less communicative context.
Judges rate the speech samples. acco:ding to some criteria <2
communication gquality. Speech po:tomanco rating thuz «xcludes more
narrowly directed testing of linguistic ability: for example, tests of
_articulation requiring students to read word lists, or cral tests of
grammar which employ criteria making reference only to syntactic
patterns. More to the point of this essay, spesch performance testing
.contrasts with indirect tests of speaking proficiency wherein students
are questioned about oral communication but do not engage in it..
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Indirect tests are advantagecus because they are easily administered
and easily scored. Though indirect tests of skill surely lack face
validity, they tay indeed be highly valid indicators or predictors of
competence to perform.  As an example, consider multiple-choice tests of
- weiting ability (lnlmd. 1977; Godshalk, Swineford & Coffman, 1966;
Paliser, 1961). Speaking competence, however, has proved resistant to
indirect usung One notable effort met with difficulty in constructing
. adequate items (Mead, 1977). Communicative intentions are ccaplex and
comminicative contexts are multidimensional. Meaning can sometimes be
convsynd of.f.oct:lnly by deviating tro- norms. For exaaple, a speaker
* csn, uader certain cizmuncn, express endearment by uttering, “"You're
such a jerk, Jackson.® Competent speakers can envision conditions under
vhich nearly any supplied- alternative could appropriately serve some
comminicative intention, and it 'is no mean task to sufficiently
.circumscribe a communicative situation within the confines of an
Mination quastion.. Indeed, Zowie-Day (1977) found no age-dependent
pattoming in choioe of supplied persuasive appull, but only in . 5‘}
sationales used to sxplain those choices.
Indirect tests of .puking ability represent a challenge to test
construction, but more importantly, they also represent a threat to
- acceptable instruction in. oral communication. Wilkinson (1968) described
the. manner. in _which the mode of oral assessment has a “"washback® effect
on the manner in which oracy is taught. Similarly, Rubin (1980)
discussed the "pedagogical validity® of oral assessment procedures which
is ascertained by determining what changes in (a) curricular content and
(b)” instructional yncticu would maximize test scores. If indirect
usting of speaking ability were instituted £oz decisions of major
. conseduience, it is likely that studerits would acco:dingly soon be
learning about communication inistead of learning how to communicate. The
experiential component which constitutes the cot3 ) of most comsunication
- training would, atrophy. The history of Educational Testing Service's
,College Board English Composition Test provides an instructive parallel.
Test constructors developed a reliable and cost-effective instrument
which predicted writing sample ratings with great accuracy.- Original
niting samples were consequently eliminated from the College Board
Compoiition Test. Bowever, English teachers protested that the -indirect
test causad a reduction in writing tine-on-talk and an increase in
punctuation -and usage arill. Ult:luately this pressure resulted in

- reinstitution of some type of wtiting sample (Educational Testing
Service, 1979). .

The limits-of test consttuctior. ‘and the demands of acceptable
instruction, then, point to the need for direct performance testing of
speaking skill. 8till, it may be argued, rating procedures may not be
the most eZiicient means of assessing quality from speech samples. The
most viable alternative to rating is some form of discourse feature
analysis. Z That is, speaking skill amay be inferrsd on the basis of
spedific structures, ce:atoqin, cr quantifiable items appearing in
speech samples.

Both Leban (1976) and uocueb (1979) suggest syntactic complexity as .
-a discourse feature from which evaluations of communication competence .
can be drawn. But while syntactic complexity is generally an index of
lyntactic ntutity, it i3 also affected by a variety of contextual
tacto:s. end in nc way directly reflects quality of expression .

3
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(Crowhurst, 1979). 1Indeed, in writing examinations, the most able
writers may produce the least complex syntax (Rosen, 1969). In a like .
vein, students who participate in instruction in referential
communication accuracy ‘Often produce briefer, denser messages (Fry, 1969;
Shants & Wilson, 1972). vJ But no one would consider such telugraphic
speech to be qualitati ly superior communication. Context-creating
statements were taken as’a reflection of audience adaptedness in one
study (Bnoonn. Scar ia & Bereiter, 1978), but mo shown unrelated
to ‘age or upo:tiu in another {(Rubin & Piche, 1979). In short, speech
is a wondrously varied and flexible tool, and any equation absolutely
linking specific discourse features with quality of expression is doomed
to discontirmation.

-8peech performance nting-—cmbc:m. liable ‘to measurement error,
relatively costly-—appears to be the optimal method for assessing
speaking proficiency. It has no inherent impediments to validity; it is
Clearly relevant to the target skill domain. Moreover, speech

performance rating -may have a salubrious effect on instruction. Though
challcnging. it is feasible; its technology is currently available.

~ - «

Situations for Perforsance Rating

An emphasis on speech situations can be miscorstrued as an emphasis -
on speech types: the persuasive speech, the panel discussion, the
dramatic reading. This interpretation is misleading because it
oversimplifiés the dynamics of communication behavior and can lead to
mechanical, rote preparation and performance. A more adequat= framework
refers to communication functions realized in the context of particuiar
audiences, particular tasks or topics, and particular settings. We
communicate to inform, to erpress our emotional state, to regulate
others, to persuade, to bond with others, and so on (Allen & Brown, 1976;
Jacobson, 1960). (And interactions generally serve several of these

. functions simultaneocusly). Moreover, we execute these functions
di%€erently under varying circumstances. A formal presentation about
competency testing, for example, will be adapted in a number of respects
if it is being delivered to a school faculty as compared to a civic
group, and adapted again differently if dal:lve:ed from behind a podium as
compared to' from a seat at a round table.'

Accordingly, evaluation criteria need to reflect the peculiar demands
of speech situations. It is not reasonable to judge, say, an interview

- performance by means of the same criteria as are applicable to a peet
discussion. Similarly, an informative speech calls for standards
different from those for a ritual speech of appreciation. By the same
token, genteel pronunciation and usage typical of dominant cultural
groups mzy' be appropriate in some situations, but not in others.

Rating procedures can account for situationally appropriate
adaptation in several ways. Some scales include an item explicitly
citing appropriateness or adjustment to audience and purpose. In another
approech, the rubrics describing levels of quality will be different for
different speech situstions. For example, a high rating along a
dimensicn of "intelligibility” may require avoidance of-technical jargon
when adduuing a heterogeneous audience, but allow specialized
vocabulary when speech is directed to a specialized audience. PFinally,
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- different speech situations may require the application of altogether

different criteria, reflecting divergent rhetorical demands of those

situations (Lloyd-Jones, 1977). Thus, an item "shows initiative® may be’

included in a scale for rating simulatsd job interviews, while an item
“refutes counter-arguments" would be fitting only in evaluating a
persuasive performance. 'S
Speech gituations can be u:ny:}d along a continuum from formal,
sxtended, uninterrupted, and planned on the one haihd to informal,
reciprocal, spontaneocus and ncadirected on the other (Wilkinson, 1968).
Nore formal speech situations yield greater control over the examination
and greater ease of rating. These situations may not be of the highest
life-role utility, however. In addition, formal speech situations may be
foreign and threatening to large numbers of students, resulting in
depressed levels of performance. These situations may be especially

"~ alien to members of cultural minorities (Gay &-Abrahams, 1973; Philips,

1970).

Because performance app:opziatcly varies as a function of situation,
and because different situations may tap divergent constellations of
skills, an ideal assessment program in this domain would. sample
performance in a variety of situations. This paper returns to the
problem of sampling speéch situations in a later section on content
validity. and addresses the question of egquivalence of performance across
situations in a section on reliability. Some administrative options
providing for a variety of speech situations in an auement Program .may
be briefly untioncd at this juncture, howeve:z.

Utilizing a single speech situation obviously simplifies

‘administration and reduces costs: In one program, iritial testing takes

Place in the context of a persuasive public address, while retasting of
those who fail to achieve criterion performance levels takes place in the
context of a simulated job interview (Rubin & Bazile, in preparation).
Thia arrangement requires that the reliability and difficulty of

equivalent forms be verified. Alternatively, ‘individual students may be '

observed only in a single speech situation (self-selected or randomly
assigned), with. that situation drawn from a list of testing options
(e.g., Gary Community Schools Corporation, 1977-1978). Again,
equivalency among these options must be established. FPinally, studénts
may be subjected to multiple observations representing a range of
situations. This procedure is administratively feasible only if it is
conducted by regular classroom teachers and incorporated into classroom
instruction,- at least for initial screening (e.g., Massachusetts
Departuent of Bducation, 1979; Vermont Department of EcCucation, 1978).
Use of inadequately trained classroom teachers as raters, however, tiska
considerable unreliability.

Reading Aloud: This most formal of speech situations affords great
ease of administration and scoring. Por this reason it is the most
comaon situation employed in British Certificate of Secondary Education
examinitions (Barnes, 1980; Hitchman, 1966, 1969; Wilkinson, 1968). It
should be noted ghat tests composed of reading aloud can reflect more
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than ability in vocal dclinéy—uticﬁlatiou, pronunciation, and the

like. HBitchman (1966) proposes that prose and poetry reading be judged
by the criterion of “interpretation,® which signifies skill at conveying
to a listener the mood and meaning of a passage.

Exte Mono o Rveryone has a notion of what it means to give a
speech. Un:gottmt&y, the conditions for speech making--an authentic
purpose and a potantially receptive aydience-—are frequently absent in
classroom practioe; nuch less in czal competency testing. Hence the term

“extanded monologue." .Extended monologue assessments ar« most adaquate
when they make provision for at least a simulated audience and purpose.

In one program, for example, students conduct a simulated public hearing
before a Board of BEducation. Each atudent makes a presentation before
the Board, taking a position on one of three agenda items (Rubin &
Bazzle, in preparation). Students seém to perform better when they are
dealing with personally meaningful subject matter in a well-defined
situation. Instructions that read “Speak for three minutes on the proper
role of American foreign aid" are not likely to elicit maximal
performances from most youngsters.

: Group Discussion. Group discussion tomt:s span a range of speech
situations from panel p:esentat:ions—vhicb may be highly formal--through
free diecussion. Group discussion tasks deserve consideration in oral
&ssessment prograns first, because peer interaction may optimize some
students' performance; second, because nall-gzoup problem solving has
value as an instructional technique across the curriculum; and third, ]
because small-group communication skills are of high utility in life-role
contexts. Group discussion: assessment tasks entail some especially
thorny challenges to measurement, however (Keltner, 1953). The quality
of individual discussants'-performance is affected by the quality of
other members' performances. Different group roles——leader, for
instance--réquire the.application of different evaluation’ criteria. When
raters take active roles in directing discudsion, they can alter the

‘quality of students' performances in ways which.are extraneous to

students' communication skills (Barnes, 1980).. 8till, it appears that
discussion skills can be rated in a reliable manner (Becker, 1956).
Criteria mentioned in conjunction with usesment: of group communication

. performance emphasize cooperative thinking, integration into the group,

and appropriate degree of participation (neithct reticent nor dominating)
(Becker, 1956; Ctovell, 1953).

Interview. ' Bazen (1978) rightly observes that undet conditions of
testing, dyadic communication never qualifies as true conversation. When -
a rater interacts with an 4ndividual testee, the situation is structured
and goal oriented; it is-zn interview. Some assessment procedures
attempt to circumvent this state of affairs by simulating conversational
performance through :ole-playing (Masgachusetts Departaent of Education,
1979).. Others engage students in direct interviews about
autobiographical information (Gary Community School Corporation,
1977-1978) . Simulated job interviews have also been used for oral
assessnent (Rubin & Bazzle, in preparation). Tests of .second language
proficiency (Mullen, 1978) concur with experience in testing
communication proficiency (Bazen, 1978; Hitchman, 1966) in suggesting
that the interviewer/rater can seriously affect students' performance
scores.
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Purposes for Speech Pcttonunce Rating = | .

Information Qe:ivcd from large scale performance assessment may serve

as ‘input for several types of educational decisions. Test results may be

used to certify the competency of individual students for purposes of
promotion or graduation. The results may be used to place students in
specific 'instructional sequences in order to remediate deficiencies or

. encich existirg strengths.’ Or, assessment information can be used to

evaluate the ottccuvcmu of programs or of teachers.

The intended purpou of a speech proficiency test will _deteraine, in
pact, the typo of rating scale needed. Instruments desigmd for the

purpose of certifying comsunication competency must somehow reflect those -

oral competencies previously identified by educational agencies. This
can be accomplished most satisfactorily by constructing scale items
corresponding to each competency. Por complex competencles which have
not been defined with precision (e.g., "Deliver a simple speech to inform
about a personal interest or hobhy") it may be necessary to construct
scale items corresponding to subskills underlying the more general
ocbjectives (“uses introduction,” "formulates a logical sequence of ’
ideas,” "oral delivery is intelligible,” etc.). 1If the resultant rating’
scale is deemed too unwieldy, it is possible to create a simpler, more
impressionistic scale composed of fewer items. For such simplified
scales, rubrics describing indicators for each level of quality will
express the same competencies or subskiils as would appear on a more

- complex instrument. The simplified instrument may seem ostensibly

uninforiiative; students must be given an explicit list of rating criteria
in order to adequately prepare and to interpret their results.
" When test results are to be used for the purpose of student diagnosis
and placement, there is little alternative to a highly detailed rating
instrument. Scale items will explicitly state evaluative criteria
corresponding to instructional goals. Thus, a student who rates poorly
on "idezs sufficiently elaborated" may participate in an instructional
module training invention skills through practice in use of heuristics,
brainstorming, and use of forms of support. That same student may not
require the additional training in’organization skills or in kinesic
delivery skills which may be indicated for another student, :
The effectiveness of a program or of a teacher is generally
ascertained by assessing the product of that program or teacher: student
achievement (though this apptoqch is useful only when student aptitude
and institutional resources are aiso taken into account). Rating scales
for use in summative cvaluqtion of achievement need not explicitly state
detailed criteria if the ultimate users of the test results are simply
interested in documnt:ing 1mtractional impact. More detailed °
information will be :equind if test users are interested in "fine

‘tuning” existing programs. Of course raters will need to be well versed

in the specific evaluation criteria, in any event, if they are to judge
students' oral performances in a consistent fashion.

gm_ 8 _of Speech Performance Rating Scales

It 1: not possible to recommend a single type of rating scale for use
in speech proficiency assessment. Instruments vary in the degree to
which items repzesent detailed competencies or susskills. They differ
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also in the degree to wbich crit.:ia are .tailored to puticula: denmands
of communication tasks. In order to selact .an appropriate rating scale, N
testing agencies must consider the purpose of the assessaent program and
the spnch situations in which students' oral performance are sampled.
viny ‘Checklist. - Some speech assessment programs seek to
1noorpou ‘\ evaluation into normal classroom activity. This approach may
‘mitigate student anxiety and also relieve- (or shift) some administrative
burdens. Also, it allows for testing in a‘variety of speech nit:uationa.
The-major disadvantage of such schemes is lack of control over
administration and rating, with attendant lack' of uliability in
measurement. One way in which oral proficiency testing can be
assimilated into classroom activities is to require students to
participate in a number of opuch activit:iu, such as delivering a
simulated sales pitch, reading a poea ‘aloud, giving directions on finding
a local landmark, and the like. . Teachers simply check off for each
ltudcnt the activities that the ltudent: has succustully accomplished
(Vernont Repartment of Bducat:ion. 1978; Pennsylvania Department of
Bducation, 1980). Beyond problems of eshblishing reliability across
different teacher/raters and activities/adminiltraticna, type-of-speech ‘
checklists may beg the issue of what. is ho count as a successful speech .
parformance. In corder for this type of evaluation to yiel.d neaningful ) ’
information, each speeck activity must be subjicted to detailed task ,
analysis and the’ qualitiu ‘of mastery-level performance carefully
deacribed. .ok
General Impression mk:lrg. Rather thzn analyzing a performance
atomistically, yeneral impression marking assigns .a single global score
representing a gestalt sense. of quality (Cooper, 1977; Godschalk,
Swineford & Coffman, 1566). Generally, raters assign general impression
_marks quickly, based on immediate rdactions. .Scales usually comprise a
'five-to-ten interval Lickert type metric ranging from “very poor® to
"very good." Bvidsnce suggests that seven-step scales are optimal
(Becker & Cronkhite, 1965). With extensive training, raters can render
highly reliable ratings on.géneral impression scales. Use of these
devices can also be. Iuppoztod by (etailed -verbal -descriptions.
(Thompson, -1944) or by’ videotaped examples (Bowers,; 1964) representing
typical performance.at each level of quality.
Analytic Scales. Analytic ‘scales, widely used in classroom and
contest evaluation of speech, tonsist of more than one item and require
raters to judge separate dimensions of speech performance. EBach item
represents a ctiuzim 1ike "o:q,anization,' "supporting material,”
"language tluoncy,' and "voice quality." Each criterion is rated on a
multi-interval scale, much’ as in general impression making. The
selection of c:itcziq/itm ‘is.a major problexm of- content validity. - |
Becker (1962) suggests that typical analytic scales reflect only three
cluaters of judgments: content analysis, delivery, and language. As
previously mentioned, some analytic scales attempt to incorporate the
notion of context-appropriate adaptation by including an item like
“speaker adjustment." Frequently, too, analytic scales include a
“general merit" item.
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Dichotomous Choice Scales. It is generally easier to discriminate
the presence or ébsence of a trait than to discriminate between several'
qualitative levels of that trait. Consequently, speech rating scales
hive been developed which ask raters to render forced choice on each of

. several items (Brooks: 1957). These are essentially a variant of

analytic scales wherein each criterion is evaluated by means of a
two~interval item. Construction of dichotomous choice scales requires
the same andlysis of the ocontent/skill duuin as does oonstruction of

-analytic scales.

Rhetorical Trait Scales. Primary trait-scoring, 1ntroduccd by Lloyd
Jones (1977) for use in evaluating writing ability, takes as its starting
point a rhetorical analysis of the demands peculiar ¢o the oomaunication
test situation. The most important, or "primary” rhetorical traits

associated with the comnunication task become items which are scored in
accordance with very specific indicators of qualitative levels.

Rhetorical trait scales for use in assessing ‘speaking proficiency operate-

similarly, éxcept that they may include more items or traits, not seeking

,- to distinguish "primary" traits. A separate rhetorical trait scale must

be constructed for each. assecsment situation, thus recognizing the .
contaxtodcpcndoncy of comunication competence; The scales convey a high

- information load, and because of the specificity of quality indicators, -

they are easily adspted to competency based testing programs. Rubin and
Baszle have developed one rhetorical trait scale (in preparation) for
rating pcttomnoo in a simulated job interview and ancther for rating
performance in a :hulated public hearing. One item from the latter
acale, by way.of uluatzation. appears as £ollows:

Conclusion to presentation: (simulated pubiic hearing)

Suggested rating scale -
(1) no c;:nclus‘:lon or merely states that remarks are finished
(2) Just thanks Commissioners or just rastates position
(3) restates position and- offers thanks
(4) asumnarizes or oonc].udes memorably and offers thanks

Content Validity.

In discussing speech situations, he paper 'has already idddressed one

' aspect of content validity: how shall the domain of communication

contexts be sampled? Taxonomies of communication roles, functions, and
settings abound. One category system that has. received repeated
attention was expounded by Joos (1961) and includes (1) -intimate,

(2) casual, (3) ccnsultative, (4) formal and (5) frozen. Testing
agencies might consider sanmpling situations from each of these classes.
In any event, it is readily apparent that, despite the ease of rating
extended formal d:llcou. se, assessment programs which include only public
speaking situations have not fully sampled this aspect of the content

° domain.

Like ulection of the speech situation, selection of rating criteria
bears on the content validity of speech performance tests. Lists of oral
communication competencies have been promulgated (Allen & Brown, 1976;
Bassett, Whittington & Staton-Spicer, 1978), as have various conceptual
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schemes for analyzing componerits of communication compatence (Wiemann &
Backlund, 1980; Wood, 1977). The lack of consensus in identifying )
quzlities inherént in communication competence poses a great barrier to
establishing content validity of rating criteria; the content domain
rcaains largely undefined (Larson, 1978). o

Surely, however, the parameters of oral communication competence
extend beyond the ability to utter well formed language. That is, oral
proficiency cannot be equated with general verbal ability, with Standard

English syntax:and pronunciation, or with "genteel®" usage. These factors

may contribute to overall speaking ability. But oral proficiency alsé
includes production of noaverbal cues, control over extended patterns of
coherence-and organization, invention of subject matter, contextually
appropriate linguistic and strategic adaptation, anticipation of audience
predispositions and ongoing sensitivity to audience responses, unagmnt
.,of the mechanics of interactio~ =uch as turn-taking, and so forth. -
Assessuent scales which comprise criteria refering exclusively to more
narrow language abilities lack content validity.

Reliability
. . b ,

Fair and meaningful performance ratinqa requires consistent judgment
and minimal measurement error. In past decades, speech communication
" researchers devoted 'substantial attention to reliability of rat:lngs. for
purposes of research, classroom evaluation,:and contest judging. More
recent concern about the reliability of performance ratings in
large-scale assessaent programs has emerged from evaluations of writing
ability. In:general, research into the reliability o£ oral assessment is
in need of renewed. attention. .

Intra-Speaker. Students' pozfomnces are affected by such factors
as time of day, environmental conditions, and physical health-——factors’
extraneous to underlying skill.. How many speech samples should be
elicited ‘from each individual in order to obtain an accurate estimate of
oral proficiency? A single study bearing of this question (Marine; 1965)
found a reliabilit coefficient of about .78 for a single speech
performance, incre .ng to .91 for the reliability of a score based on
the average of three performances.- Based on this investigation, a single
-spsech sample may be of adequate'reliability. In contrast, {t is
generally deemed advisable to rate at least two writing samples in tests
of composition skill (Diederich, 1974).

Equivalent Porms. The nature of the porfomance task can affect
student test scores in two ways. If students are given a choice of
top:l.c, then their performance may be affacted by difficulties inherent in
the subjcct: matter. Rosen (1969), for example, found that in writing
exaninations students were often "penalized” for choosing certain topics,
and that these were topics most often selected by more able students.
Rubin and Bazzle (in preparation), however, found no’ significant
differences attributable to choice of topic from among three persuasive
propositions in a speech assessaent. The issue of equivalent forms
reliability is also raised when an oral examination program includes
performance tasks representing different speech situations. 1Is a
student's performance in teiling a personal narrative, for exzmple,
predictive of that same student's score in group discussion? In one
testing program, Rubin and Bazzle (in preparation) found that performance
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in a simulated job :lnt\;v:lw correlated .72 with performance ratings .
derived from a persuasive speech delivered in the context of a simulated {
public hearing. A ®

Inter~Rater. *spuc% performance ratings inevitably involve ’

subjectivé judgments of appropriateness and quality. Morecver, '
impressions due’ to extraneous speaker qualities like physical -
attractiveness siy easily contaminate performance ratings. Under poo: i
. conditions, rater .reliability may range between .50 and .60 (Clevenger, <!
1963; Marine, 1965). Under proper circumstances it should be possible to ¢
achieve inter-rater reliabilities close to .90 (Applebaum, 1974). Since .
inter-rater reliability is partly a function of the number of judges ¢
(Clevenger, 1962), it is always advisable to employ at least two judges °
for each performance. In one criterion referenced measursment effort, 15
percent of the 'students were passed by one rater but not by the other .
(Rubin & Bazzle, in preparation). When cross classifications occurred, 2 ’ v
third judge was called in to :uolvo the certification decision.

Several factors can enhance inter-ratet reliability. Among these is

the nature of the scales on which ratings are made. Clevenger (1{963,
. 1964) reported that less complex “general merit® items induced the

highest reliability, though other researchers dispute this finding

(Applebaun, 1974; Thompson, 1944). Reliability is increased when raters ®
are encouraged to utilize all intervals on a scale, including the extreme
poles, rather than marking only the intermediate levels of quality

(Becker & Cronkhite, 1965).

The conditions under which rating takes place can also affect
reliability. Agreement may suffer as a result of rater. fatigue. Also,
vhen raters must scote a speech after a subsequent student speech has
already bequn, reliability is not affected, but scores are elevated
{Barker, Kibler & Hunter, 1968). ‘' Some evidence suggests that raters
attain higher consistency when working with videotaped performances .in
relatively unptouuud circumstances, rather than rating "live"

_performances (Rubin & Bazzle, in preparation).

Raters are, of course, affected by their personality structures
(Bostrom, 1964), and their ratings of students': oral performances may be
influenced by their attitudes towards ‘the.-speakers' subject matter
(Miller, 1964). Judges differ in their leniency, trait, and halc errors,
and it may be advisable to employ statistical controls to eliminate these
sources of variation. (Bock, 1972).

Raters of similar experience and background w:ln natutally tqspond to
speech performances more coneistcnt:ly {(Cievenger, 1963)0. Bowers (1964)
found that training of raters affected the zbsolute values of scores but
not :ol:lab:ll:lty. Experience most often demonstrates, however, that rater
training can mitigate the effects of rater diversity (e.g., Clevenger,
1963). Effective rater training familiarizes judges with rating criteria
and rationales. Ideally, raters should have a hand in ¢he initial
formulation assessment instruments. When raters are exposed to speech
sanples and share their scores publicly, they can calibrate themselves as
a group and come to apply scoring criteria in a consistent and parallel
fashion. It is helpful if raters are given the opportunity to .
periodically recalibrate themselves during the course of rating sessions.

v
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Peasibility

Probably the greatest impediment to adoption of performance testing
in general, and speech performance rating in particular, is
adainistrators' concerns about the poor cost-effectiveness of these
procedures. Little hard data arg available, to either corroborate or
‘allay these concerns. 1In one ocomparison of the firancial costs of direct
and indirect testing of writing ability, it was found that the cost pe:
student of oconducting and rating a writing sample was $2.85, while the
cost per student of a locally developed -t:andardized aultiple choite test
was $8.06 (Hudson & Veal, 1980).

Time is a major factor in calculating allocation of institutional
resources. The tinme required of students and regular classroom teachers
will vary as a function of the. speech situation. Formal speech
performances for a class of 20 students may consume no more than a single
hour-long class period if 'students are well prepared. On tha other hand,
individual interviews may take up to ten minutes per student with an
equal amount of interviewe: =/adninistrator time ruquired. Rater time must
slightly exceed the langth of the speech performance. The nacessity of
multipie raters for esch speech performance greatly increases the time
needed for oral performance assesment. One program employing two raters
for each performance and a "floater" to resolve discrepancies used an
estimated .2 person-hours per student for a single formal speech
* sftuation (Rubin & Bazzle, in preparation).

Conclusion . _ -

Speech performance rating procedures represent a challenge to
adequate measurement. They require a substantial allocation of
"institutional resources. They can, however, provide valid indicators of
oral proficiency, and can exert positive effects on classroom
instruction. Moreover, if one decides to test cpeech, there is ptesent11
no viable alternative to performance rating techniques. _Considering the
value to studerits of instruction in speech communication“skills, the .

commitment to large-scale assessment of ozal proficiency via performance
tat:ing is, on balance, justifiable. .

N
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